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Paperwork Reduction Act of 1005 (44
U.8.C. 3501-3520).

D. Federalism and Indian Tribal
Governments
A rule has implications for
Federalism under Executive Order
13132 if it has a substantial direct effect
tes, on the relationship
between the national government and
the Stales, or on the distribution of
power and responsibilities among the
various i&ve 3 wf government. We have
analyzed this rule under that Order and
have determi wed that it is consistent
with the fundamental federalism
principles and preemplion requirements
described in Executive Order 13132,
Also, this rule does not have tribal

impli ications under Executive Order
13175, Consultation and Coordination
with maﬁ”@m Tribal Governments,
because it would not have a mm%m? al
direct effect on one or more India
tribes, on the relationship b@fwem the
Federal Government and Indian tribes,
or on the distribution of power and
responsibilities between the Fc}m al
Government and Indian tribes. If you
believe this rule has implications for
Federalism or Indian tribes, please
contact the person listed in the FOR
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT section.

E. Unfunded Mandates Reform Act

The Unfunded Mandates Reform Act
of 1005 (2 U.S.C, 1531-1538) requires
Federal agencies to assess the effects of
their discretionary regulatory actions. In
particular, the Act addresses actions
that may result in the expenditure by a
State, local, or tribal government, in the
a@gregm@ or by the private sector of
$100,000,000 (adjusted for inflation) or
maore in any one yvear. Though this rule
would not result in such an
expenditure, we do discuss the effects of
this rule elsewhere in this preamble.

F. Environment

We have maiymxd this rule under
Department of Homeland Security
Mma@,@mm? Directive 023-01 and
Commandant Instruction M16475.1D,
which qu”dmmﬁwmé Guard in
complying with the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42
U.5.C. 432143701, and have made a
mmmmary determination that this
action isoneofa aawgu y of actions that
do not individually or cumulatively
have a &;Egﬂ”ﬁﬂané effect on the human

environment. This rule involves the
establishment of a permanent safety
zone on the navigable waters of Port
Valdez, in the vio”n”fy of the Valdez
Spit. s oa%egwrma y excluded from
fur em review in accor dameﬁ with
paragraph 34(g) of Figure 2—1 of
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Commandant Instruction M18475.10. A
Record of Ew“ ironmental Consideration
(REC) supporting this determination is
availab ﬁc:* in !he docket where indicated
irn the ADDRESSES section of this
preamble.

G Profest Activities

The Coast Guard respects the First
Amendment rights of protesters,
Protesters are asked fo contact the
person listed in the FOR FURTHER
INFORMATION CONTACT Enéfi‘mm”k to
coordinate protest activities so that vour
message can be?z recei Wsd without
jeopardizing the safety or security of
people, places, or vessels,

List of Subjects in 33 CFR Part 165

Harbors, Marim@ safety, Nawgatim
(wai;@r) F«em ing and recordkeeping
requirements, Security measures,
Waterways,

For the reasons discussed in the
preamble, the Coast Guard amends 33
CFR part ‘i@‘é as follows:

PART 165-REGULATED NAVIGATION
AREAS AND LIMITED ACCESS AREAS

* 1. The authority citation for part 165
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 33 U.8.C 1231, 50 U.S.C. 191,
33 CFR 1.05-1, 6.04~1, 6.04-6, and 160.5;
Department of Homeland Security Delegation
No. 0170.1.

v 2 Add 81651713 toread as follows:

§165.1713 Satety Zone; City of Valdez July
4th Fireworks, Port Valdez; Valdez, AK.

(@) Regulated area. The following area
isa permm%m safety zone: All
navigable waters of Port \f@mw within
a 200-yard radius from a position of
B1°07'22" N. and 146°21 T?»"W This
includes the entrance to the Valdez

small boat harbor.

(by Effective date. This rule wm be
effective from 9:30 p.m. until 1130 p.m.
onJuly 4th of each vear, or dm ing the
same time frame on specified rain dates
of July 5th through July 8ih of each vear.

{c) Definitions. The following
definitions ar}ply to this section:

{1} The term “designated
representative” means any Coast Guard
commissioned, warrant or petly officer
of the U, & Coast Guard who has been
designated by the COTP, Prince William
Sound, to act on his or her behalf.

(2} The term “official patrol vessel”
may consist of any Coast Guard, Coast
Guard Auxiliary, state, or local law
enforcement vessels assigned or
approved by the COTP, Prince William
Sound,

(d) Regulations. (1) The general
regulations contained in 33 CFR 165.23,
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as well as the following regulation
apply.

(2} The safety zone is closed to all
vessel traffic, except as may be
permitted by the COTP or the
designated representative during
periods of enforcement.

(3) All persons and vessels shall
comply with the instructions of the
COTP or the desi gmawd f@p i
Upon being hailed by a U.8. Coast
Guard vessel or other official patrol
vessel by siren, radio, flashing light or
other means, the operator of the vessel

Il proceed as directed.

(4) Vessel operators desiring to enter

or operate within the regulated area may
request permission from the COTP via
VHF Channel 16 or (907) 8357205
{Prince William Sound Vessel Traffic
Center) to request permission o do so.

(5} The Coast Guard will issue a
Broadeast Notice to Mariners to advise
mariners of the safety zone before and
during the event.

(6) The COTP may be aided by other
Federal, state, borough and local law
cement officials in the enforcement
of this regulation.

Dated: May 16, 2017.

ST Latly,

Cwmmwdw, U.S. Coast Guard, Captain of
the Fort, Prince William Sound, Alaska.
[FR oo, 2017-11572 Filed 6-2-17; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 9110-04-F

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 60

[EPA-HG-0AR-2010-0505; FRL-9963-40-
OAR]

RIN 2060-AT63

il and Natural Gas Sector: Emission
Standards for New, Reconstructed,
and Modified Sources; Grant of
Reconsideration and Partial Stay

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).

AcTion: Notice of reconsideration and
partial stay.

SUMBMARY: By a letter dated April 18,
2017, ?h@ Administrator announced the
convening of a proceeding for
reconsideration of the mg ive emission
requirements at well sites and
compressor station saiiiem m the final
ritle, "OIil and Natural Gas Sector:
Emission Standards for New,
Reconstructed, and Modified Sources,”
published in the Federal Register on
June 3, 2016, In this action, the
Environmental Protection f\géer cy (EPA)
is granting reconsideration of additional
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requirements in that rule, specifically
the well site pneumatic pumps
standards and the requirements for
certification by professional mg'ww in
addition, the EPA is a%ay ng for three
months fh@@e rule requirements pending
reconsideration,
DaTES: This final rule is ol
2, 2017, The action granting
mmna ideration is effective June 2, 2017,
The stay of §§60.5393a(b) through (c),
60.5397a, 60.5410a(e)(2) through (5) and
{3, 60.5411a(d), 80.5415a(h),
80.5420a(b)(7), (8), and (12), and (c)(15)
through (17} is effective from June 2,
2017, until August 31, 2017,
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr.
Peter Tsirigotis, Sector Policies and
Programs Division (D205-01), Office of
Adr Quality Planning and Standards,
Environmental Protection Agency,
Research Triangle Park, North Carolina
27711, telephone number: (888) 627~
7764; emall address: alraction@epa.gov.
Electranic copies of this document are
available on EPA’s Web site at hitps://
www.epa.gov/controlling-air-pollution-
ofl-and-natural-gas-industry. Copies of
this document are also available at
https://www . regulations.gov, at Docket
1D No, ERPA-HO-0AR-2010-0505.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

ve June

I Background

OnJune 3, 2016, the EPA published
a final rule titled "OIl and Natural Gas
Sector: Emission Standards for New,
Reconstructed, and Modified Sources,
Final Rule,” @I FR 35824 (June 3, 201 G}
(72016 Rule”). The 2016 Rule
establishes new source performance

standards (NSPS) for greenhouse gas
emissions and volatile organic

compound (VOC) emissions from the oil
and natural gas sector. This rule
addresses, among other things, fugitive

emissions at well sites and compressor
station sites ("fugitive emissions
requirements’’), aw emissions from
prneumatic pumps. In add” ion, fora
number of affected facilities {; c-}
centrifugal compressors, recipr rocati ing
compressors, pneumatic pumps, and
storage vessels), the rule requires
certification by a professional engineer
of the closed vent system design and
capacity, as well as any fmhn”w%
infeasibility determination relative to
controlling meumaw purnps at well

sites. For further information on the
KOT@ Rule, see W FR 35824 (June 3,
2016),

On August 2, 2016, a number of
interested parties submitted
administrative petitions fo the EPA
seeking reconsideration of various
aspects of the 2016 Rule pursuant o
section 307(dY7YB) of the Clean Air Act

EPA-HQ-2018-001886

(LAA} (42 U.S.C. 7807 (d)(7¥(B))." Those
petitions include numerous objections
celaﬂv& to the fugitive emissions
requirements, well site pn weumatic pump
standards, and the requirements for
certification by professional engineer.
Under section 307(d)(7)B) of the CAA,
the Administrator shall convene a
reconsideration proceed| “@g if, In the
Administrator’s judgment, the petitioner
raises an objection o a mka that was
impracticable to raise during the
corrment period or if the grounds for
the objection arose after the comment
period but within the period for judicial
review. In either case, the Administrator
must also conclude that the objection is
of central relevance to the outcome of
the rule. The Administrator may stay
the effectiveness of the rule for up to
three months during such
reconsideration,
ina mmz dated April %% 2077 based

on the criteria in CAA secti

307(Y7HB)Y, the Admin Mmm
convened a proceeding for
reconsideration of the mﬁﬁef;wing

objections relative to the fugitiv
wmm: w requirements: (1) The
applicability of the fugitive emissions

mquﬁrm}wm to low production well
sites, and (2) the process and criteria for
requesting and receiving approval for
the use w’fm alternative means m’
emission limitations (AMEL) fo

P pmbew of compliance with m
fugitive emissions requirements in the
2016 Hule

The EPA had proposed to exempt low
production well sites from the fugitive
emissions requirements, beli ”czvmg the
lower production ammlméd with these
wmm would gm@ral y result in lower
fugitive emissions. 80 FR 56639.
H&)W@V@ the final rule differs

signif ficant! y from what was proposed in
that it requires these well sites to
m”ng:: y with the fugitive ermissions
requirements based on ur‘ef*cm*m and
rationale not presented for mx
comment during the p @pw sal @éa@@ See
81 FR 35856 (. . . well site fugiti
emissions are not ommkamd with I@vem
of production, but rather based on the
number of pieces of equipment and
mmpmwnm ). It was therefore

impracticable fo object to this new
rationale during the public comment
period.

The AMEL process and criteria were
included in the 2016 Rule without
having been proposed for notice and
comment. The EPA added the AMEL
provisions in the final rule with the
intent of, among other goals, reducing

C(){}te‘v of l% ese petitions are included in the
docket for the 2016 Rule, Docket 1 No. EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0505,

3/2/2018

compliance burdens for those sources
that may already be reducing fugitive
emissions in accordance with a state
requirement or other program that is
achieving reductions equivalent o those
required by the 2016 Rule. These AMEL
provisions were also added to encourage
the devel opment and use of innovative
tec hm&!ﬁgy, N g:xav‘?muﬁar for fugitive
emissions monii ng“ 81 FR 35861.
However, issues and qu%t”wm raised in
the admin Mra% ive petitions for
reconsideration (e.g., who can apply for
and who can use an approved AMEL)
suggest that sources may have difficulty
understanding and applying for AMEL.
Both issues described above, which
relate direct! y {o whether certain
SOUTCEs Mus f“mp ement the fugitive
emissions f@qu irements, are of central
relevance to the outcome of the 2016
Rule for the reasons stated below.
Fugitive emissions are a significant
source of emissions for many industries,
and the EPA has promulgated numerous
N&PS specifically for reducing fugitive
mémmm including 40 CFR part 60,
subpart WCK {addressing VOC leaks
from on —W“}WQ natural gas processing
lants), as standalone rules. The fact
that the EPA chose here to promulgate
the W&'}H site and compressor station
fugitive emissions requirements along
with other standards in the 2016 Rule
does not make these requi ”wnmm any
less | impo rtant than the other fugitive
emissions standards; rather, because of
their importance, M@y are a significant
component of the 2016 Rule. The issues
described abewes are important as they
determine the universe of affected
facilities thal must implement the
mg ive emission requirements; as such,
they are of central relevance to the
outcome of the 2016 Rule, As stated in
the April 18, 2017, !%tw the EFPA has
convened an admin rafw& pmm&d ng
far the reconsi ai@*at on of the fugitive
emissions requirements in response o
these two objections

1. Grant of Reconsideration of
Additional lssues

Since issuing the April 18, 2017,
letter, the EPA has | dentified wbjmhmw
to two other aapmm of the 2016 Rule
that meet the criteria for reconsideration
under section 307(d)}7)B) of the CAA.
These objections relate to (1) the

requirements for certification of closed
vent system by professional engineer,
and (2) the well site pneurnatic pump
standards,

A. Reqguirements for Certification of
Closed Vent System by Professional
Engineer

For closed vent systerns used fo
comply with the emission standards for

Attachments 3
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various equipment used in the oil and
natural gas sector, the 2016 Rule
rmuw% certification by a professional
engineer (PE) that a closed vent system
design and capacity assessment was
mmﬁuww under his or her direction or
&;up@ on and that the assessment and
result mg report were conducted
murmam to the requiremenis of the
2016 Rule ("PE ce iﬂmf”am
reguirement’}. Severa
administrative r
that the PE cer t
was not proposed for notice and
comment.? One petitioner notes that n
costs associated with obtaining such
certification were considered or
provided for review during i:he proposal

al petitioners for
ideration assert
ion requirement

process.® 8 The petitioner claims that
there is no quantifiable F&emm ? {o the
environment from this additional

m”np iance demonstration requirement,
while there is significant expense
involved. 4

Section 111 of the CAA requires that
the EPA consider, among other faaw
the cost a@mmafzm with establishing a
me‘zw source performance amma fj See

@)1y of the CAA. The statute is thus

mea that m"m,a an smp@\ tant
consideration in determining whether to
impose a requirement. In finalizing the
2016 Rule, the EPA made clear that it
viewed the PE certification requirement
to be an important asg of a number
of performance standards in the that
rule. The EPA acknowledges that it had
not analyzed the costs asso aemi wn%h
the Pk certification requireme
therefore, it was I““(}@ racil cam@ f@r
petitioners fo provide meaningful
comments during the comment period
on whether the improved environmental
performance this requirement may
e-w hieve justifies the associated costs and
other compliance burden. This issue is
of central relevance to the outcome of
the 2016 Rule because the rule requires

this PE certification for demonstrating
compliance for a number of different
standards, including the standards for

mm?rlfuga! compressors, reciprocating
55018, prneumatic pumps, and
storage vmwm For the reasons stated
above, the EPA is granting
reconsideration of the PE certification
requirement.

B. Technical Infeasibility Determination
(Well Site Pneumalic Pump Standards)

in the 2016 Rule, the EPA exempis a
mewﬁat” pump at a W@H ite from the
emission reduction requir Qmwt ifitis

See Docket D) No. EPA-MQ-OAR-2010-05056—
“?6‘3 2 and Docket 1D No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
GENE-TEEE.

% See Docket 11 No. EPA-HO-OAR-2010-0505~
7682
“ld.

EPA-HQ-2018-001886

technically infeasible o route the
preumatic pump o a control device or
a p\me@% 81 FR 35850. However, the
rule requires that such technical
infeasibility be determined and certified
by a “qualified professional engineer”
as that term is defined in the final rule,
During the proposal stage, the EPA did
not propose or otherwise suggest
exempting well site pneumatic pumps
from emission control based on such

certif oa?um In fact, the {echnical
infeasibility @)(@“ﬂm on itself was added
during the final rule stage. Further, this
certi mm on requirement differs

sigrnif oan?iy from how the EPA has
previously addressed another “techn
infeasibility” issue encountered by this
industry. Specifically, the oil and gas
8PS subpart 0000, which was
promu ﬁgamci in 2012, exempts
hydraulically fractured gas well
cormpletions from performing a r@duom
emission amtpleéﬁm (RECYIf it is not
technically feasible to do so, and
requires dwcmzmmﬂm amﬁ
record «ea:g::é ﬂg of the technical
infeasibility. See 40 CFR @O 33?5“ The
2016 Rule extends the REC ﬁéqu” "@m&r‘ i
and associated technical infeasibility
exernption to hydraulicall Y fractured oil
well completions and f@qm\e@ more
detailed documentation of technical
infeasibility. Neit h@r subpart OOO0 nor
the 2016 Rule require that REC technical
infeasibility be certified by a qualified
professional engineer, nor was such
requirement proposed or otherwise
raised during the public comment
period for these rules. In light of the fact
that the EPA had not proposed such
certification requirement for pneumatic
purnps, and how this requirement
differs from the EPA’s previous
treatment of a similar issue as described
above, one could not have arhcmat@d
mm the 2016 Rule qum finalize sur
’ma? ion requirement for
pumm in the 2016 F%uﬁe Further,
believing that “circumstances that could
otherwise make control of a pneumatic
pump technically infeasible at an
existing location can be addf@&fm@&i inthe
site’s design and construction,” the EPA
does not allow such exempti w n for new
developments in the 2016 Rule. 40 CFR
60.5303a(b)(5); see also, 81 FR 35849,
The 2018 Rule refers to such new
developments as “greenfield,” whic
defined as an “entirely new
construction.” 40 CFR 60.5430a,
The pwv sions described above were
included in the 2016 Rule without
having been proposed for notice and
comment, and numerous related
objections and issues were raised in the
reconsideration petitions. With respect
to the requirement that technical

cai

i

his
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infeasibili ”?y be certified by a
professional engineer, petitioners raised
the same lmue@ as t\w% for closed vent
system certification di aou%@:d in section
LA In adfi ion, several petitions find
the definition wfg"@mﬂ&id unclear. For
example, one petitioner questions
whether the term “"new™ as used in this
definition mswmy Tous to how that
term is defined in section 111 of the
CAA. Additional guestions include
whether a greenfield remains forever a
greenfield, considering that site designs
may change by the time that a new
control or purmp is installed {Wh” homay
be vears later). Petitioners also of ;@m to
EPA’s assumption that the technical
infeasibility encountered at %xm?” ing
well sites can be addressed when “"new”
sites are developed. The issues

d%@rib@d above dictate whether one
must achieve the emission reduction
required under the well site pneurmnatic
pu m} standards, which were a major
add ion to the existing oil and gas

RS regulations through promulgation
mf ?he 2016 Rule. Thel these issues
are of central relevance to the outcome
of the 2010 Rule,

As announced in the April 18, 2017,
letter, and as further announced in this
document, the Administrator has
convened an administrative
reconsideration proceedi ng. Aa part of
the proceeding, the EPA will prepare a
notice of proposed rulemaking that will
provide the petitioners and the public
an opportunity to comment on the rule
requirements and associated issues
identified above, as well as those for
which reommmmmm was granted in
the f’m i1 18, 2017, letter. During the
recon d@mhm pr roceedir ng, the EPA
intends fo look broadly at the entire
2016 Rule. For a copy of this letter and
the administrative reconsideration
petitions, please see Docket |D No.
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505,

H1. Stay of Certain Provisions

By this document, in addition to the
grant of reconsideration discussed in
section 1 above, the EPA is staying the
effectiveness of certain aspects of fh@
2016 Rule for three months pursuant {o
section 307(dM7THE) of the CAA mmd ng
reconsideration of the requirements and
associated issues described above and in
the April 18, 2017, letter. Specifically,
the EPA is staying the effectiveness of
the fugitive emissions requirements, the
standards for pneumatic pumps at well
sites, am:f H%‘z certification by a

professional engineer requirements. As
expla ”r@ﬁ abe:w@ the low production
well sites and AMEL issues under

reconsi d@fahm determine the universe
of sources that must mp lermnent the
fugitive emissions requirements. The
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2016 Rule requires m”m:} ance with the
closed vent systern requirements,
including certification by a professional
engineer, in i

der to meet the emissions
standards for a wide range of equipment
{centrifugal compressors, reciprocating
compressors, pneumatic pumps, and
storage vessels); therefore, the issues
relative to closed vent cer H ication
affect the ability of these equipment to
comply with the 2016 Rule. The
technical infeasibility exemption and
the associated certification by
professional engineer requirement, as
well as the “greenfield” issues
described above, dictate whether a
spuree rmust cor m:)iy with the emission
reduction requi @mm% for well site
pneumatic pumps. In li QM of the
uncertainties these ”%um generate
regar rding the applicatio amdfw
implementation of the ’fug
ermissions requirements, the W(Q‘EE site
preumatic pumps standards and the
ce ,lflmélm by professional mgm%m
requirements, the EPA believes it is
reasonable to stay the effectiveness of
these requirerments in the 2016 Rule,
pending reconsideration. Therefore,
pursuant to section 307(d)(7Y(E) of the
CAA, the EPA hereby stays the
effectiveness of these r requirements for
three maonths,

This stay will
August 31, 2017,
List of mmgmm in 40 CFR Part 60

Environmental protectio
Admin bk\“aéwe practice a m procedure,
Adr mﬁﬁu?sm control, Reporting and
recordkeeping.

Dated: May 26, 2017,
E. Scott Pruitt,
Administrator.
* Forthe reasons cited in the preamble,
title 40, chapter | of the Code of Federal
Regulations is amended as follows:

remain in place until

PART 60-STANDARDS OF
PERFORMANCE FOR NEW
STATIONARY SOURCES

1. Theauthority citation for part 60
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401 ef seq.

Subpart COO0a—[Amended]

ction 60.5393a is amended by:
ving paragraphs (b)and (¢} from
Jme 2, 2017, until ﬁxuguat 31, 2017, and
* b Ae:ﬁd”mg pa ragraph ().

The addition reads as follows:

§60.539%a What GHG and VOC standards
apply to pneumatic pump affected
facilities?
E3 * * E3 k3

(fy Preumatic pumps at a well site are
not subject to the requirements of

EPA-HQ-2018-001886

paragraph (d) and (g) of this section

fromdJune 2, 2017, until August 31,
2017,
§60.5307a  [Amended)

* 3. Section 680.5387a is stayed from

June 2, 2017, until August 31, 2017,

* 4. Section 60.5410a is amended by:

* a Staying paragraphs (e)(2) through

(5) fromdune 2, 2017, until August 31,

2017,

* b Adding paragraph (e)(8), and

© ¢, Staying paragraph (J}?uwwmei

2017, until August 31, 2017,
The addition reads as follows:

§60.5410a How do | demonstrate initial
compliance with the standards for my well,
centrifugal compressor, reciprocating
compressor, pneumatic controlier,
pneumatic pump, storage vessel, collection
of fugitive emissions components at a well
site, collection of fugitive emissions
components at a compressor station, and
equipment leaks and sweetening unit
affected facilities at onshore natural gas
processing plants?

e it * e e

{@} E I
(8} Pneumatic pump affected facilities

at a well are not subject to the
requirements of (e)(6) and (7) of this
section from June 2, 2017, until f’\uguw
31,2017,

* 5. Section 60.5411a is amended by:

* a Revising the introductory text;
* b. Staying paragraph (d) fromJune 2,
2017, until August 31, 2017, and
£ ¢l Aﬁd“mg paragraph {Q}

The revision and addition read as
follows:

&60.5411a What additional requirements
must | meet to determine initial compliance
for my covers and closed vent systems
routing emissions from centrifugal
compressor wet seal fluid degassing
systems, reciprocating compressors,
preumatic pumps and storage vessels?
You must meet the applicable
requirements of this section for each
cover and closed vent system used to
comply with the emission standards for
your centrifugal compressor wet seal
degessing systems, reciprocating
compressors, pneumatic pumps and
sforage vessels @xaop‘ as provided in
paragraph (@} of this section.
ﬁ N

& E3

(e} Pneumatic pump affected facilities
at a well site are not subject to the
requirements of paragraph (a) of this
section fromdune 2, 2017, until August
31, 2017,

* 6. Section 60.5415a is amended by:

* a. Revising paragraph (b) introductory

text and adding paragraph (b)(4); and
CStaying paragraph (h) fromdJdune 2,

2017, until August 31, 2017,

3/2/2018

The revision and addition read as
follows:

&60.5415a How do | demonstrate
continuous compliance with the standards
for my well, centrifugal compressor,
reciprocating compressor, pneumatic
controller, pneumatic pump, storage vessel,
coliection of fugitive emissions
components at a well site, and collection of
fugitive emissions components at a
compressor station affected facilities, and
affected facilities at onshore natural gas
processing plants?

e i i it it

(b} For each centrifugal compressor
affected facility and each pneumatic
pump affected facility, you must
demonstrate continuous compli ”anm
according to paragraph (.}}{’5} of this
section except as provided in paragrapt
(b}{4) of this section. Fore
centrifugal compressor affected facility,
you also must demonstrate continuous
compliance according to paragraphs
(:}}{I}and (Z}u’r’? s section,

&

{4) Pneumatic pump affected facilities
at a well site are not subject to the
requirements of paragraphs (b)(3) of this
section from June 2, 2017, until August
31, 2017.

¥ % d *

* 7. ”“@:o?”wm 60.5416a isamended by
revising the introductory text and
adding paragraph (d) to read as follows:

§60.5416a What are the initial and
continuous cover and closed vent system
inspection and monitoring requirements for
my centrifugal compressor, reciprocating
compressor, pneumatic pump, and storage
vessel affected facilities?

For each closed vent system or cover
at your storage vessel, centrifugal
COMmMpressor, reciprocating compr
and pneumatic pump affected facilities,
you must comply with the applicable
requirements of paragraphs (a) through
{c)of this section, except as provided in
paragraph () of this section
-

% i E3 i

r

{ch)y Pneumatic pump affected facilities
at a well site are not subject to the
requirements of paragraphs (a) and (b) of
this section from June 2, 2017, until
August 31, 2017,
* 8. Section 60. 5/@205 m amended by:
* a. Revising paragraph (b) introductory
text;
* b. Staying paragraphs (b)(7), (8), and
(12) from June 2, 2017, until August 31,
2017,
* ¢, Adding paragraph (0)(13); and

© ol Staying paragraphs gcymw mg

(17) from June 2, 2017, until August 3
2017,

The revision and addition read as
follows:
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&60.5420a  What are my notification,
reporting, and recordkeeping
requirements?

(b} Reporting requirements. You must
submit annual 1 reports containing the

information specified in paragraphs
{(bY(1) through (8) and (12} of this section
and performance {est reporis as
specified in paragraph (b)9) or (10) of
this section, if applicable, except as
provided in paragraph (b)(13) of this
section. You must submit annual reports
foll @WMQ the nmo@zaﬁw@s specified in
paragraph (bY{(11) of this section. The
initial annual report is due no later than
90 days after the end of the initial
mmm ”mm period as determil wd
according to §60.5410a. Subsequent
annual reports are due no later than
same date each year as the initial annual
report. If you oW OF operate more than
one a’ff“@mmi facility, you may submit
one report for multiple affected facilities
provided the report contains all of the
information required as specified in
paragraphs (bY(1) through (8) of this
section, except as provided in paragraph
(b} 13) of this section. Annual reports
may coincide with title V reporis as long
as all the required elements of the
annual report are included. You may
arrange with the Administrator a
common schedule on which reports
required by this part may be submitted
as long as the schedule does not extend
the repm‘émg pe(‘im“

{13} The collection of fugitive
emissions components at a well site (as
defined in §60.5430a), the collection of
fugitive emissions components at a
compressor station (as defined in
§60.5430a), and preumatic pump

affected facilities at a well site (as
defined in §60.5365a(h)(2)) are not
subject to the requirements of paragraph
(bY(1) of this section from Jdune 2, 2017,
until August 31, 2017.

i i & B

[FR Doc, 201711457 Flled 6-2-17; 848 am]
BILLING CODE 8560-50-F

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 62

[EPA-ROG~CAR-Z017-017 1, FRL-8%63-21-
Region 8]

Approval and Promulgation of State
Plans for Desigrated Facilities and
Pollutants: Colorado, Montana, North
Dakota, South Dakota, Utah, and
Wyorming; Negative Declarations

AGENCY: Environmental Protection

Agency (EP;’\}A

EPA-HQ-2018-001886

acnion: Direct final rule.

SUMMARY: With this direct final rule, the
Emﬁi ront mental Protection Agency (EPA)
is taking action o approve the negative
demaraéw ns for several designated
facility classes in various states of
Region 8. First, the EPA is taking direct
final action in approving the negative
declarations for small municipal waste
combustor (MWC) units submitied by
the states of Colorado, Montana, North
Dakota, South Dakota, and Wyoming.
weomd the EPA is taking direct final
action in approving the negative
declarations for large MWC units
submitted by the states of Colorado,
Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota,
Utah, and Wyoming. Third, the EPA is
taking direct final action in approving
the negative declarations for commercial
industrial solid waste incineratio
(CISWI) units submitted by the aza?m of
Montana, South Dakota, Utah, and
Wymﬂmg Fourth, the EPA is E:af«mg
direct final action in approving the
negative declarations for other solid
waste incineration (OSWI) units
submitted by the states of Montana,
North Dakota, South Dakota, Utah, and
Wyoming. Each slate included in this
action has notified the EPA in a letter
of negative declaration that there are no
existing designated facilities, of the
source category specified in wmh
particular letter of negative declaration,
subject to the requirements of sections
T{dyand 129 of the Clean Air Act
(CAA or the “Act”) currently operating
within the jurisdictional boundaries of
their state. The EPA is accepting the
negative declarations in accordance
with sections 111(d) and 128(b) of the
Act This is a direct final action without
prior notice and comment because the
action is deemed noncontroversial,
paTES: This direct final rule ig effective
on August 4, 2017 without further
rwf ice, un Eﬁ% the EPA receives adverse
ritten comments on or before July 5
XO"E 7. adverse comments are received,
the EPA will publish a timely
withdrawal of the direct final rule in the
Federal Register informing the public
that the rule will not take effect.
ADDRESSES: Submit your comments,
identified by Docket 1D No. EPA-R08—
OAR=2017-0171 at hitp://
www.requlations.gov. Follow the online
instructions for submitting comments,
Once submitied, wnm@mm cannot be
edited or wmwm from Regulations.gov.
The EPA may publish any comment
received fo its public docket. Do not
submit electronically any information
you consider (o be Confidential
Business Information (CB }mr other
information whose disclosure is

3/2/2018

restric md by statute. Multimedia
submissions (audio, video, etc.) must be
accompanied by a written comment.
The written comment is considered the
official comment and should include
discussion of all pw”nm wu wish to
make. The EPA will generally not
consider commenis or comment
om%mm located outside of the primary
submission (f.e., on the web, cloud, or
other f ﬁc:: sharing system). For
additional submission %Hmﬁ&; the full
EPA Wb ic comment policy,

infor na’{ ion about CBI or multimedia
sty *n ons, and general guidance on
making @ffezo? ive comments, please visit
hitp:/fwww2.epa. gw/doakwﬁ/
commenting-epa-dockels.
FOR mew INFORMATION CONTACT:
Gregory Lohrke, Alr Program, U.S.
Emamm%mm Protection Agency
(EPAY, Region 8, Mail Code BP-AR,
15685 Wynkoop Street, Denver, buimaeﬁ@
80202-1129, (303) 31 P 6396,
lohrke.gregoryiepa.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

[. Why is EPA miwg a direct final rule?

The EPA s publishing th
without prior m@p%a beoaumer—: Hw}z
agency views this as & noncontroversial
action and anticipates no adverse
comiments. However, in the Proposed
Rules section of today’s Federal
R&«giwmv publication, the EPA is
publishing a separate document that
W%H serve as the proposal to publish the
negative declarations should relevant
adverse cormments be filed, This rule
will be effective August 4, 2017 without
further notice unless the agency receives
relevant adverse comments by July 5,
2017,

If the EPA receives adverse
comments, the EPA will publish a
timely withdrawal in the Federal
Register informing the public that this
direct final rule will not take effect. The
EPA will address all public comments
in a subsequent final rule based on the
mmmwd rule. The EPA will not
institute a second comment period on
this action. Any parties interested in
commenting must do so al this time.
Please note that if the EPA mwivm
adverse comment on an ar n&ndm&
paragraph, or section of this rule amﬁ if
that provision may be %verm from the
remainder of the rule, the EPA may
adopt as final those provisions of the
rule that are not the subject of an
adverse comment.

. Background

The EPA’s statutory au?hm‘"iw for
regulating new and existing solid waste
incineration units is outlined in CAA
sections 111 and 1289, Section 128 of the
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 60

[EPA-HG-0AR-2010-0505; FRL-9944-75-
OAR]

RIN 2060-A530

il and Natural Gas Sector: Emission
Standards for New, Reconstructed,
and Modified Sources

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPAY,
AcTion: Final rule.

sUmMMARY: This action finalizes
amendments to the current new source
performance standards (NSPS) and
establishes new standards. Amendments
to the current standards will improve
implementation of the current NSPS.
The mdew standards for the oil and
natural gas source category mf‘ standards
for both Qr@en house gases (GHGs) and
volatile organic cot ﬂmmm (VOC),
Except for the implementation
improvements, and fhc: new standards
for GHGs, these requirements do not
change the | requirements for operations
covered by the current standards.
oaTES: This final rule is effective on
August 2, 20186,

The incorporation by reference (IBR)
of certain publications listed in the
regulations is approved by the Director
of the Federal Register as of August 2,
2016,

ADDRESSES: The Environmental

Protection Agency (EPA) has established
a docket for this action under Docket 1D
No., EPA~ H(%OAR_QO 10-0505. All
documents in the docket are listed on

the f?fm//wwwn regulations.gov Web

site. Although listed in the index, some
information is not publicly available,
e.q., confidential business information
(CED or other information whose
disclosure is restricted by statute.
Certain other material, such as
copyrighted m"zmriaﬁ is not placed on
the internet and wi m publicly
available onl y in h&mf copy form.
Publicly available docket materials are
available electronically through http://
www.regulations.gov.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
further information mmemﬁmg this
action, contact Ms. Amy Hambrick,
w@mm Policies and Programs Dwm ion
(E143-05), Office of Alr Quality
Planning and Standards, Environmental
Protection Agency, Research Triangle
Park, North Carolina 27711, telephone
number: (919} 541-0864; facsimile
number: (919) 541-3470; emall address:
hambrick amy@epa.gov or Ms. Lisa
Thompson, Sector Policies and

EPA-HQ-2018-001886

PBmg ams Divisi ion (E143-08), Office of
r Quality Planning and Standards,
Ewwm mental Protection Agency,
Research Triangle Park, North Carolina
27711, telephone 1 number: (919) 641
Q775; facsimile number: (818) 541-3470;
email address: thompson. imcﬁ(%;}a gov.
For other information concerning the
EPA’s Qi and Natural Gas Sector
mgu%ate“z y program, contact Mr. Bruce
Maoore, Sector Policies and Frograms
Division (E143-05), Office of Alr
Quality Planning and Standards,
Environmental Protection Agency,
Research Triangle Park, North Carolina
27711, t@l@phm@ number: (819) 541—

5460, facsimile number: (919) 541-3470;

@maiﬁ address: moore. brucefepa.gov,
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Outline.
The information presented in this
preamble is presented as follows:

I
i. Preamble Acronyms and Abbreviations
i General Information
A. Executive Summaty
8. Does th wa{;t ion apply to me?
C. Where can | get a copy of this
document?
D Judicial Review
itl. Background
A Statutory Background
B. Regulatory Background
C. Other Notable Events
0. Stakeholder Qutreach and Public
Heari
E. Relsted State and Federal Regulatory
Actions
V. Regulatory Authority
A, The Ofl and Natural Gas Source
Category Listing Under CAA Section
111(1&}(1}( }
impacts of GHGs, VOC and 80,
Emissions on Public Health and Welfare
BHGs, VOO and 50, issions From
the Oil and Natural Gas Source Category
D. Establishing GHG Standards in the Form
of Limitations on Methane Emissions
V. Summary of Final Standards
A, Control of GHG and VOC Emissions in
the Oil and Natural Gas Source
Categnry—0Overview
8. Centrifugal Compressors
C. Reciprocating Compressors
0. Pneumatic Controllers
=, Pneumatic mmm
Well C{)mg} tions
. Fugitive Emissions From Well Sites and
Qc)mpre%m Stations
Eﬁw'pmwm Leaks at Natural Gas
Processing P arm
. lLiguids Unloading Operations
l Recordkeeping and Reporting
K. Reconsideration Issues Being Addressed
L. Technical Corrections and Clarifications
M. Prevention of b'gm'fiwn‘t Deterioration
and Title V Permitting
N. Final Standards Wiaf ecting Next
Qfemrat ion Compliance and Rule
Wffmtivamm
Significant Changes Since Proposal
/ﬁs Centrifugal Compressors
B. Reciprocating Compressors
C. Pneumatic Controllers
D. Pneumatic Pumps

o8
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= Well C{)mp etions
F. Fugitive Emissions
Compressor Stations
Equipment Leaks at Natural Gas
Processing Planls
H. Reconsideration Issues Being Addressed
i. Technical Corrections and Clarifications
J. Final Standards Reflecting Next
Generation Compliance and Rule

From Well Sites and

ision for Equivalency
Determinations
VI Prevention of S'Qr“&'fiwnt Deterioration
and Title V Permitting
AL Overview
B. Apolicability of Talloring Rule

VEEE Summary of Signif

X

Thrmr olds Under t
implications for T

he PSD Program
eV Program
icant Comments and

Rfﬂ@pmw&

A, Major Comments Concerning Listing of
the Oil and Natural Gas Source Category

B. Major Comments Concerning EPA’s
Authority To Establish GHG Standards
irthe Form of Limitations on Methane
Emissions

C. Major Comments Concerning
Compressors

D. Major Comments Concerning Pneumatic
Controllers

E. Ma;m Comments Concerning Pneumatic

Pumps

F. Major Comments Concerning Well
Completions

G. Mag‘m Comments Concerning Fugitive
Emissions From Well Sites and
Compressor Stations

H. Major Comments mem”ng Final
Standards Reflecting Next (mnemt ion
Compliance and Rule Effectiveness
Strategies

Impacts of the P“ al Amendmenis

A. What are the air impacts?

B. What are the energy impacts?

C. What are the compliance costs?

D. What are the economic and employment
impacts?

E. What are the benefits of the final
standards?

X. Statutory and Executive Order Reviews

A Executive Order 12866 Regulatory
Planning and Név iew and Executive
Order 13583 Improving Regulation and
Regulatory Review

B. Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA)

C. Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA)

D. Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of
1 “%(UMRA}

tive Order 13132 Federalism

ecutive Order 13175: Consultation
and Coordination With Indian Tribal
Governments

G. Executive Order 13045: Protection of
Children From Environmental Health
Risks and Safety Risks

H. Executive Order 13211: Actions
Cemoe:rm ing Regulations That
Significantly Affect Energy Supply,
Distribution, or Use

i. National Technology Transfer and
Advancement Act INTTAA)and 1 CFR
Fart 51

ecutive Order 12898: Federal Actions

To Address Environmental Justice in

Mirority Populations and Low-income

Populations

éIIII
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K. Congressional Review Act (CRA)

L. Preamble Acronyms and
Abbreviations

Several acronyms and terms are
included in this preamble. While this
may not be an @xt‘ austive list, 1o ease
the reading of this preamble and for
reference purposes, the following terms
and acronyms are defined here:

APL American Petroleum Institute

bbl  Barrel

boe Barrels of Oil Equivalent

BSER Best System of Emissions Reduction

BTEX Benzene, Toluene, Ethylbenzene and
Xylenes

CAA Clean Air Act

CBl  Confidential Business information

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

CO- Eg. Carbon dioxide eguivalent

DC Document Control Officer

ElA  Energy Information Administration

EPA  Environmental Protection Agency

GHG  Greenhouse Gases

GHGRP  Greenhouse Gas Reporting Program

GOR  Gas to Ol Ratio

HAP  Hazardous Alr Pollutants

LDAR  Leak Detection and Repair

Mef  Thousand Cubic Feet

NE!@ National Emissions Inven mry

NEMS National f—merggf Modeling System
NESHAPF  Nationa vissions ?’»tmmrfi for
Hazardous Alr Pollutants

NSPS  New Source Performance Standards

NTTAA National Technology Transfer and
Advancement Act of 1885

CAQPS  Office of Air Quelity Planning and
Standards

OGH Optical Gas Imaging

OMB  Office of Management and Budget
PRA  Paperwork R
E P’mtﬁemial

vction Act

m bmm Completion
RFA Regu am y F bility Act

RiA yulatory mp@ct Analysis

scf  Standard Cubic Feet

scfh  Standard Cubic Feet per Hour
scfm  Standard Cubic Feet per Minule
80, Bulfur Dioxide

tpy Tons per Year

TSD  Technical Support Document
TTN Technology Transfer Network
UMRA  Unfunded Mandates Reform Act
VCS  Voluntary Consensus Standards
VOC Volatile Organic Compounds
VRU  Vapor Recovery Unit

. General Information
A. Executive Summary
1. Purpose of This Regulatory Action

The Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) proposed amendments to the New
Source Performance Standards (NSPS)

EPA-HQ-2018-001886

at subpart O0O00 and proposed new
standards at subpart O000a on
September 18, 2015 (80 FR 56583). The
purpose of this action is to finalize both
the amendments and the new standards
with appropriate adjustments after full
consideration C)f the cormments received
on the proposal. Prior 1o proposal, we
pursued a s:,?mmtu ed engagement
process with states and stakeholders
Prior to that process, we issued draft
whi papers addressing a ra nge of
technical issues and then solicited
comments on the white papers from
expert reviewers and the public

These rules are designed to
complement other feder al actions as
well as state regulations. m pa rticular,
the EPA worked ¢ %e&!y with the
Department of interic %”@au of Land
Mmagwne% (BLM) ﬁmmg development
of this E&zmakmg inorder o avoid
confli m in requirements between the

SRS and BLM's proposed rulemaking.”
Additionally, we evaluated existing
state and local programs when
developing these federal standards and
attempted, where possible, to limit
potential conflicts with exist] ing state

and local Mﬁsqu ements,

As discussed at proposal, prior {o this
final rule, the EPA had established
standards for emissions of VOC and
sulfur dioxide (80,) for several sources
in the source category. In this action, the
EPA finalizes standards at subpart
QO00a, based on our determination of
the best system of emissions reduction
(BSER) for reducing emissions of
greenhouse gases (GHGs), specifically
methane, as well as VOC scross a
variety of addit maﬁ ermission sources in
the oil and natural gas source category
{i.e., production, processing,
transmission, and storage). The EPA
includes r“csqu” rements for methane
emissions in this action because
methane is one of the six well-mixed
gases in the definition of GHGs and the
oil and natural gas source category is
one of the country’s largest industrial
emitters of methane. In 2009, the EPA
found that by causing or contributing to
climate change, GHGs endanger both the
public health and the public welfare of
current and future generations.

)

: February 8, 2016, Waste Prevention,
Production ubject to Royalties, and Resource
Conservation, FProposed Rule.
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In addition to finali 7%“4@ standar dm for
VOC and GHGs, the EPA s Mma ing
amendments 1o improve severa as:)mom
of the existing standards at 40 CFR part
60, subpart OO0 related o
implementation. These improvements
and the setting of standards for GHGs in
the form of limitations on methane
result from reconsideration of certain
issues raised in petitions for
reconsideration that were received by
the Administrator on the August 16,
2012, NSPS (77 FR 48480) and on the
September 13, 2013, amendmenis (78
FR58416). Tm@e implementation

*nwmvmzemm do not change the
f@qua rements for operations and
equipment coverad by the current
standards at subpart OO0O0.

2. Summary of 40 CFR Part 60,
O0O00a Major Provisions

The final requirements include
standards for GHG emissions (in the
form of methane emission limitations)
and standards for VOC emissions. The
NEPS includes both VOC and GHG
emission standards for certain new,
madified, and reconstructed equipment,
processes, and activities across the oil
and natural gas source category. These
emission sources include the following:

o Sources that are unregulated under
the current NSPS at subpart 0000
(hydraulically fractured oil well
wmm!@fmm preur matic pumps, and
fugitive emissions from well sifes and
compressor stations),

+ Sources that are currently regulated
at subpart O00O0 for VOC, but not for
GHGs (hydraulically fractured gas well
completions and equipment leaks at
natural gas processing plants),

» Certain equipment that is used
across the source category, for whi
current NSPS at subpart OO00

regu atm emissions of VOC from only a
subsef (pneumatic controllers,

centr |fugat compressors, and
reciprocating compressors), with the
exception of compressors located at well
sites.

Table 1 below summarizes these
sources and the final standards for
GHGs (in the form of methane
limitations) and VOC emissions. See
sections V and VI of this preamble for
further discussion.

Subpart

ch the
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TABLE 1—&U

MMARY OF BSER AND FINAL SUBPART OO00a STANDARDS FOR EMIS

ON SOURCES

Source

Final standards of performance for GHGs and
YOO

Wet seal cenlrifugal compressors (except for
those located at well sites)?.

Reciprocating compressors {except for those lo-
cated at well sites) 2.

Prneumalic controllers at natural gas process
plants.

Preumatic controllers at locations other than
natural gas processing plants.

Prneumatic pumps at natural gas processing
plants.

Preumatic pumps at well s

ing

Well completions (subcategory 1. Non-wildcat

and non-delineation wells).

Well completions (subcategory 2. Exploratory
and delineation wells and low pressure wells).

Fugitive emissions from well sites and com-

pressor stations.

EPA-HQ-2018-001886

Capture and route to a control devic

Regular replacement of rod packing (Le.,
proximately every 3 years).

Instrument air systems ...
Installation of low-bleed pneumatic controllers

Instrument air systems in place of natural gas
driven pumps.
Route to existing control device or process ...

Combination of Reduced Emission Comple-
tion (REC) and the use of a completion
combustion device.

Use of a completion combustion device ..........

For well sites: Monitoring and repair d
semiannual monitoring using oplica i
aging (OGS,

For compressor stations: Monitoring and re-

pair based on quarterly monitoring using
06l

3/2/2018

98 percent reduction.

Replace the rod packing on or before 26,000
hours of mg}erafm or 36 calendar months
or route emissions from the rod packing to
a process through a closed vent system
under negative p

Zero natural gas bleec

Natural gas bleed rate no greater than 6
standard cubic feet per hour (scfh).
Zero natursl gas emissions.

95 percent condrol if there is an existing con-
trol or process on site. 95 percent control
niot required if

(1) routed o an existing control that achieves
less than B35 percent or

(2} i‘£: is technically infeasible to route to the

isting c«m trol device or process (non-
gramf eld sites only).

REC in combination with a completion com-
bustion device; venting in lieu of combus-

tion where combustion would present safety
hazards.

initial flowback stage: Route to a erag@ ves-
sel or completion vessel {frac tank, lined pit,
or other vessel) and separator.

Separation flowback &‘mw: Route all salable
gas from the &wawmf to a flow line or col-
lection system, re-inject the gas into the
well or another well, use the gas as an on-
site fuel source or use for another useful
purpose that a purchased fuel or raw mate-
rial would serve. If technically infeasible to
route recovered gas as specified above, re-
covered gas must be combusted. All liguids
must be routed to a storage vessel or well
comp letion vessel, collection system, or be
re-injected into the well or another well.

The operator is required to have a separator
onsite during the entire flowback period.

The operamr s not required to have a sepa-
rator onsite. Either: (1) Route all flowback
to a completion combustion device with a
continuous pilot flame; or (2) Route all
flowback into one or more well completion
vessels and commence operation of a sep-
arator unless il is technically infeasible for a
separator 1o ﬂmct ior. Any gas present in
the flowback before the separator can func-
tion is not subject to control under this sec-
tion. Capture and direct recovered gas to a
completion combustion device with a con-
tinuous pilot flame.

For both options (1) and (2),
rmt required in conditions that may result in

a fire hazard or explosion, or where high
iwat emissions from a completion combus-
tion device may negatively impact tundra,
permafrost or waterways.

Monitoring and repair of mqg' itive emission
components using OGI with Method 21 a
an alternative at 500 parls per mllllm
(ppm).

A monitoring plan must be developed and im-
plemented and repair of the sources of fugi-
tive emissions must be completed within 30
days of finding fugitive emissions.
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TABLE 18U

UMMARY OF BSER AND FINAL SUBPART OOO0a STANDARDS FOR

SION SOURCES—Continuad

Source

BSER

Final standards of performance for GHGs and
VOO

EBauipment leaks at natural gas processing
plants.

Leak detection and repair at 40 CFR part 60,

sutbpart VWa level of control.

Follow requirements at NSPS part 60, subpart
VWa level of control as in the 2012 NSPS.

Reconsiderationissues ﬁw;r;g
addressed. As fully detfailed in section
Voand VI of this preamble and the
Response to Comment (RTC) document,
the EPA granted reconsideration of
several issues raised in the
ad”m istrative reconsideration petitions

submitted on the 2012 N&SPS and
a-;ume‘qumir amendments (subpart
QOO0 In this final rule, in add ion to
the new standards described amw the
EPA includes certain amendments to
the 2012 NSPS at subpart Q000 bamd
on reconsideration of those issues. The
amendments to the subpart OO00
requirements are effective on August 2,
2016 and, th , do not affect
compliance activ @mm‘rzmemc} prior to
that date,

These provisions are: Requirermnents
for storage vessel control device
monitoring and testing; initial
compliance requirements for a bypass
device that could divert an emission
stream away from a control device;
recordkeeping requiremen ?a for repair
l@ga for control devices failing a visible

emissions test; clarification of the due
date for the initial annual report; flare
design and m”}wafim standards; leak
detection and repair (LDAR) for open-
ended valves or lines; the compliance
period for LDAR for newly affected
units; exemption to the notification
requirement for reconstruction; disposal
of carbon from control devices; the
definition of capital expenditure; and
continuous control device monitoring
requirements for storage vessels and
centrifugal compressor cled
facilities. We are finalizing changes o
address these issues o clarify the
current NSPS requirements, improve
implementation, and update&z
procedures.

3. Costs and Benefils

The EPA has carefully reviewed the
comments and additional data
submitted on the costs and benefits
associated with this rule. Qur
conclusion and responses are
summarized in section X of the

2Bee sections V1 and VI of this prearnble for
detailed discussion on emission sources,

¥ The final fugitive standards apply to low
production wells. For the reasons discussed in
section VI of the preamble, we are not finalizing the
proposed exemption of low production wells from
these requirements.

EPA-HQ-2018-001886

preamble and addressed in greater detail
in the Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA)
and RTC. The measures finalized in this
action achieve reductions of GHG and
VOC emissions through direct
regulation and reduction of hazardous
alr pollutant (HAP) emissions as a co-
benefit of reducing VOU emis
data show that these are ‘
measures o reduce emi ns and the
rule’s benefifs cutweigh these costs.

The EPA has estimated emissions
reductions, benefits, and costs for 2
analysis: 2020 and 2025,
Therefore, the emissions reductions,
benefits, and costs by 2020 and 2025
(;ﬂc-)n, including all &r‘mm%m&z reductions,

osts, and benefils in all years from

/OT@ o /OM) would be potentially
&asgm ificantly greater than the estimated
emissions reductions, benefits, and
costs memded within this rule. Actions
taken fo comply with the final NSPS are
antic naf@d fo prevent significant new
emissions in 2020, including 300,000
tons of methane; ”E\:&OOO@ tons of VWC
and 1,800 tons c‘:zf HAP. The emission
reductions anticipated in 2025 are
510,000 tons of methane; 210,000 tons
of VOC; and 3,800 tons of HAP. Using
a 100-year g lobal war ming potential
((JWP} of 25, the carbon dioxide-
equivalent (CO, Eq.) methane emission
reductions are estimated to he 6.9
million metric tons CO, Eqg. in 2020 and
T million metric tons CO, Eqg. in 2025
Th@ methane-related monetized climate
mm@f {s are estimated to be $360 million
in 2020 and $680 million in 2025 using
a 3-percent discount rate (model
average).

While the only benefits monetized for
this rule are GHG-related climate
benefits from methane reductions, the
rule will also yield benefits from
reductions in VOC and HAP emissions
and from reductions in methane as a
precursor to global background
concentrations of tropospheric ozone,
The EPA was unable 1o monetize the

e estimate methane benefits associated with
four different values of a 1 ton methane reduction
(model average at 2.5-percent discount rate, 3
percent, and 5 percent; 86th percentileat 3
percent). For the purposes of this summary, we
present the benefits associated with the model
average at a 3-percent discount rate. However, we
emphasize the importance and value of considering
the full range of social cost of methane values. We
provide estimates based on additional discount
rates in preamble section X and in the RIA.

3/2/2018

benefits of VOC reductions due to the
difficulties in modeling the impacts

with the current data available. A
d@mw@(i discussion of these
unguantified benefits appears in sectio
X of this proamaﬁe as well as in the
FiA avallable in the docket,

Several VOC that are commonly

mitted in the oll and natural gas source

mmgmy are HAP listed under Clean Air
Act (CAA) section 112(k), including
benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and
xylenes (this group is commonly
referred to as "BTEX") and n-hexane.

These rmﬁﬁ utants and aw other HAP
included in the VOC emissions
controlled under the NSPS, including

requir irements for additional sources
being finalized in this action, are
controlled to the same degree. The co-
benefit HAP reductions for the final
measures are discussed in the RIA and
”& the technical support document

SD), which are included in the public
dwk«@? for this action.

The HAP reductions from these
standards will be meaningful in local
communities, as members of these
communities and other stakeholders
across the country have reported

significant concerns to the EPA
regarding nmmf; al adverse health
effects resulting from exposure o HAP
emitted %‘mm oil and natural ges
operations. bmportantly, these
cormmurnities include disadvantaged
populations.

The EPA estimates the fotal capital
cost of the final NSPS will be $250
million in 2020 and $360 million in
2025. The estimate of total annualized

engineering costs of the final NSPS is
$390 million in 2020 and $640 million
in 2025 when using a 7-percent
discount rate. When estimated revenues
from additional natural gas are
included, the annualized engineering
costs of ?M@f nal NSRS are estimated to
he $320 million in 2020 and $530
million in 2025, assuming a we ﬁhoac%
natural gas price of $4/thousand cubi
feet (Mcf). These compliance cost
estimates include revenues from
woww&md natural gas, as the EPA
estimates that about 16 billion cubic feet
in 2020 and 27 billion cubic feet in 2025
of natural gas will be recovered by
implementing the NSPS.

Considering all the costs and benefits

of this rule, including the revenues from
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recovered natural gas fha? qum
otherwise be vented, this rule resulls in
a net benefit. The qum’mfned net benefits
(the difference between monetized
benefits and compliance costs) are

estimated to be $35 million in 2020 and
$170 million in 2025 using a 3-percent
discount rate (model average) for
climate benefits in both years.® All
dollar amounts are in 2012 dollars

TABLE 2——INDUSTRIAL SOURCE CATEGORIES AFFECTED E

B. Does this action apply to me?

Categories and entities potentia
affected by this action include:

fy

3 THIS ACTION

Category

NAICS code?

Examples of regulated entities

industry

Federal government
Stateflocalftrival government

211111
211112
221210
486110
486210
Not affected.
Not affected.

Natural Gas Li
Natural Gas D
Pipeline Distribution of Crude Oil.

Pipeline Transportation of Natural Gas.

Crude Petroleum and Natural Gas Extraction.
quid Extraction.
istribution.

" North American Industry Clas

This table is not intended {0 be
exhaustive, but rather provides a guide
for readers regarding entities likely to be
regulated by this action. This table lists
the types of entities mm« the EPA is now
aware could potentially be affected by
this action. Other types of entities not
listed in the table could also be
regulated. To determine whether your
entity is regulated by this action, you
should carefully examine the
applicability criteria found in the final

le. Lf wu have questions regarding the
apm icability of this action o a
part rentity, consult the person
i &,teeﬂ in m@ FOR Wum“‘mm INFORMATION
CONTACT section, your air permitting
authority, or your EPA Reg'ma
representative listed in 40 CFR 60.4
(General Provisions).

C. Where can | get a copy of this
document?

in addition to being available in the
docket, an electronic copy m’r’th@ inal
action is available on the Intern
t\‘wmgd the Technology Tram“m
Network (TTN) Web site. Following

signature by the Administrator, the EPA

ill post a copy of this final action at
hitp//www3.epa.goviairqual ity/

ilandgas/actions.himl. The TTN
MWM% information and technology
exch mng@ in various areas of air
pollution control. Additional
infor m? ion is also available at the same
Web site,
D Jdudicial Review

Under section 307(b)(1) of the CAA,
judicial review ME‘\‘%”@ final rule is
avallable only by fil mg a petition for
review in the United States Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia
Circuit by August 2, 20186, Moreover,
under section 307(b)}2) of the CAA, the
requirements established by this fmal
rule may not be challenged separately in

B Figures may not sum due fo rounding.

EPA-HQ-2018-001886

ification System.

any civil or eriminal proceedings

”ﬂugh? by the EPA to enforce these
requirements. Section 307(d)(7YB) of
the CAA further provides that “[olnly an
objection to a rule or procedure which
was raised with reasonable specificity
during the period for public comment
(including any public hearing) may be
raised ﬁuf‘”mg judicial review.” This
section also provides a mechanism for
the EPA 1o mmmrw a proceeding for
reconsideration, “'[ilf the person raising
an objection can demonstrate 1o the EPA
that it was impracticable to raise such
objection within [the period for public
cormment] or if the gmmm for such
objection arose after the p@ lwd for
public comment (but within the time
specified for judicial r@v“@w}amd if such
objection is of central relevance to the
outcome of the rule.” Any person
seeking to make such a demonstration to
us should submit a Petition for
Reconsideration m the Office of the
Administrator, U8 EPA, Room 3000,
ERPAWIC VOO Permwivam a Ave. NW.,
Wash mgtm DC 20460, with a copy to
both the person(s) li sted in the
preceding FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT section, and the Associale
General Counsel for the Alr and
Radiation Law Office, Office of General
Counsel (Mail Code 234445, U8 EPA,
1200 F’@mmy vania Ave. NW.,
Washington, DC 20460,

HI. Background
A. Statutory Background

The EPA’s author i%y or thi his rule is
CAA section 111, which requires the
EPA to first establish a list of source
categories to be regulated under that
section and then establish emission
standards for new sources in that source
category. Specifically, CAA section
TR (A requires that a source
category be included on the list if, “in

3/2/2018

[the EPA Administrator's] judgm@ it
causes, or coniribules significantly to,
alr pollution which may reasonably be
icipated to endanger public health or
welfare,” This determination is
commonly referred to as an
“@\”&damgwwwm finding” and that phrase
encompasses both of the “causes or
contributes significantl y 10" component
and the “endanger public health or
welfare” component of the
deterrmination. Once a source category is
listed, CAA section 11101 KB} requires
that the EPA propose and then
promulgate “standards of performance”
for new sources in such source category.
Other than the endangerment finding for
listing the source category, CAA section
111({b) gives no direction or enumerated
criteria concerning what constitutes a
source category or what emission
sources or pollutants from a given
source category should be the subject of
standards. Therefore, as long as the EPA
makes the requisite endangerment
finding for the source category o be
listed, CAA section 111 leaves the EPA
with the authority and discretion to
define the source category, determine
the pollutants for which standards
should be developed, and identify the
emission sources within the source
category for which standards of
performance should be established.

CAA section 111(a)(1) defines “"a
standard of performance’” as “a standard
for emissions of air pollutants which
reflects the degree of emission
limitation achievable through the
appli ”ﬂ@?”m of the m@t s:;ya?;mm of
emission reduction which (faking info
amczum thc:z cost of am ieving such
reduction and any non-air quality health
and environmental impact and energy
requirement) the Administrator
determines has been ad@quamly
demonstrated.” This definition makes
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storm mrgm 38 Also, because of the
inertia of the oceans, sea level rise will
continue for centuries after GHG
concentrations have stabilized (though
reducing GHG emissions will slow the
rate of sea level! rise and, therefore,
reduce the associated risks and
n“nmc ts). Additionally, there is a
weshold temperature above which the
Greenland ice ahaet’ will be committed
to inevitable melting: According to the
NCAZ, some recent research has
&mgg%’éw that even present day CO,
levels could be sufficient to exceed that
threshold.

In general, climate change impacts are
expected to be unevenly distributed
across different regions of the United
States and have a greater impact on
certain populations, such as indigenous
peoples and the poor. The NCAS finds
climate change impacts such as the
rapid pace of temperature rise, coastal
erosion, and inundation related to sea
level rise and storms, ice and snow
melt, and permafrost thaw are affecting
indigenous people in the United States.
Particularly in Alaska, critical
infrastructure and traditional
livelihoods are threatened by climate
mha\‘”@g@ and, "[iln parts of Alasks,
Louisiana, Uw Pacific islands, and other
ma&-ﬁa? W;a? ions, climate change

impacts (?Hmug"& erosion and
inundation) are so severe that some
communities are already relocating from
historical homelands to which their
traditions and cultural identities are
tied.” %7 The IPCC AR5 notes, “Climate-
related hazards exacerbate other
stressors, often with mezga‘éwm utcomes
m fi vu”\”mwd“ @ar}@oia y for people

living in pover ty{ gh co ”@fiaieme}
Climate-related ham\ ds affect poor
people’s lives directly through impacts
on livelihoods, reductions in crop
y' elds, or destruction of homes and
indirectly through, for example,
increased food prices and food
insacurity.” 38

Mehilu Jun/ M., Terese (T.C) Richmond, and
C-mry W. Yohe, Eds., 2014: Climate Change Impacts
in the United States: The Third National Climate
Assessment. United States Global Change Research
Program, p. 9.

7 Melitto, Jerry M., Terese (T.C) Richmond, and
Gary W. Yohe, Eds., 2014: Climate Change Impacts
in the United States: The Third National Climate
Assessment. United States Global Change Research
Program, p. 17.

BARPCC, 2014 Climate Change 2014, Impacts,
Adaptation, and Vulnerability. Part A: Global and
Sectoral Aspects. Contribution of Working Group H
to the Fifth Assessment Report of the

'

intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [Field,
CB,V.R
M

3, [0 Dokken, WK Mach, M.D.
trandrea, T.E Bilir, M. Chatterjee, K.1.. Ebi, Y.O.
trada, R.C. Genova, B. Girma, £.8. Kissel, A, N
Levy, 8. MacCracken, P.R. Mastrandrea, and L.L.
White (eds.)]. Cambridge University Press, p. 796.
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The impacts of climate Phangu outside
the United States, as also pointed mw in
the 2008 Endangerment Finding, wil
also have relevant consequences on Hm
United States and our citizens, The NRC
Climate and Social Stress assessment
concluded that it is prudent to expect
that some climate events “will produce
consequences that exceed the capacity
of the affecled societies or global
systems to manage and that have global
security implications serious enough fo
compel international response.” The
NRC National Security Implications
assessment recommends preparing for
increased nesds for humanitarian aid;
responding to ?w @ ffects of climate
mhmgo in g%m tical hotspots,

including possible mass migrations; and
addressing changing security needs in
the Arctic as sea ice retreats,

inaddition to future impacts, the
NCASZ emphasizes that climate change
driven by manmade emissions of GHGs
is already '*rar:‘;»nem'mg now and that it is
tly having effects in the United
wfam&, According to the IPCC ARS and
the NCA3, there are a number of
climate-related changes that have been
ohserved recently, and these changes are
projected to accelerate in the future. The
planet Wamz@d about 0.85 *Celsius
(1.5 °Fahrenheit) from 1880 to 2012. It s
exiremely likely (greater than 95-percent
probability) that human influence was

the dominant cause of the observed
warming since the mid-20th century,
and likely (qr@zaw than 66-percent
probability) that human influence has
more than doubled the probability of
occurrence of heat waves in some
locations. In the Northern Hemisphere,
the last 30 years were likely the warmest
30 year period of the last 1,400 vears.
United States average temperatures have
similarly increased by 1.3°t0 1.9 °F
since 1885, with most of that increase
oecurring since 18970, Global sea levels
rose 0.19 meters (7.5 inches) from 1801
to 2010, Contributing to this rise was the
warming of the oceans and melting of
land ice. It is likely that 275 g”c;amm per
year of ice melted from land glaciers
(not including ice mm%m} since 1893,

and that the rate of loss of ice from ?he
Greenland and A ﬂa clic ice sheets
increased substantially in recent years
to 215 gigatons per vear and 147
gigatons per year, respectively, since
2002. For context, 360 gigatons of ice
melt is sufficient to cause global sea
levels fo rise 1 millimeter {(mmy). Amua%
mean Arctic sea ice has been declining
at 3.5 to 4.1 percent per decade, and
Naorthern Hemisphere snow cover extent
has decreased at about 1.6 percent per
decade for March and 11.7 percent per
decade for June. Permafrost

t
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temperatures have increased in most
regions since the 1980s by up to
3 *Celsius (5.4 “Fahrenheil) in parts of
northern Alaska. Winter storm
frequency and intensity have both
increased in the Northern Hemisphere.
The NCAS states that the increases in
the severity or ft"@agu@wy of some types
of extreme weather and climate events
in nt decades can affect energy
wmﬁuoﬂm and delivery, causing supply

isru p?im and compromise other
m@m? al infrastructure such as water

and ha%porfa ion @ysﬂmm

I addition to the changes
documented in the assessment
literature, there have been other climate
milestones of note. According fo the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA), atrmospheric
methane concentrations in 2014 were
about 1,823 parts per billion, 150
percent higher than methane
concentrations were in the year 1750,
Atter a few years of nearly stable
concentrations from 1999 to 2006,
methane concenirations have m%”ﬂ%d
increasing at about 5 paris per bill a“m
per year. Concentrations today are likely
higher than they have been for at least
the past 800,000 years. Arctic sea ice
has cm?awe&d to decline, with
September of 2012 marking a new
record low in terms of Arclic sea ice
extent, 40 mme\‘”ﬂ: below the 1879 o
2000 median. Sea level has continued to
rise at a rat ,MC% 2 mm per year (1.3
inches/decade) since syamﬁﬁ e
observations started in 1993, more than
twice the average rate of rise in the 20th
century prior to 1993.%9 Also, 2016 was
the warmest year globally in the modern
global surface temperature record, going
back to 1880, breaking the record
previously held by 2014, this now
means that the last 15 vears have been
15 of the 16 warmest years on record 40

These assessments and observed
changes make it clear that reducing
emissions of GHGs across the globe is
necessary in order {o avoid the worst
impacis of climate change and
underscore the urgency of reducing
emissions now. The NRC Commitiee on
America’s Climate ummm listed a
number of reasons “why it is imprudent
to delay actions that at least begin the
process of substantially reducing
emissions.” 4! For example:

¢ The faster emissions are reduced,
the lower the risks posed by climate
change. Delays in reducing emissions
could commit the planet to a wide range

|

B Rlunden,J, and 0.8
of the Climate in 2014, B
96 (7Y, 818267,
W httpSwww ncdc. noas. f;ovﬂm(‘/rxiohaf/z(??wfﬁ
SUNRC, 2011 America’s Climate Choices, The
National Academies Press,

Arndt, BEds., 2015 State
ull. Amer. Meteor. Soc.,
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of adm”% impacts, especially if the
sensitivity of the climate to GHGs is on
the higher end of the estimated range.

» Waiting for unac m?ab irmpacts to
oceur before taking action is mpmd@z nt
because the effects of GHG emissions do
not fully manifest themselves for
decades and, once manifested, many of
these changes will persist for hundreds
or even thousands of years.

» In the commitiee’s judgment, the
risks associated with doing business as
usual are a much greater concern than
the risks associated with engaging in
strong response efforts,

Methane s also a precursor o ground-
level vzone, which can cause a number
of harmful effects on health and th
environment (see section [V.
preamble). Additionally, ozone isa
short-lived climate forcer that
contributes to global warming. In remote
areas, methane is a dominant CUrsor
to tropospheric ozone formation 42
Approximately 50 percent of the global
annual mean ozone increase since
preindustrial tim% is believed to be due
to anthro agen ic methane. 4% Projections
of future emissions also indicale that
methane is likely fo be a key contributor
to ne concentrations in the future.4
Unlike NOy and VOC, which affect
ozone concentrations regionally and at
hourly time scales, methane emissions
affect azone con neentrations globally and
on decadal time scales given methane’s
relatively long atmospheric lifetime
compared to these other ozone
wmum&m 5,45 Reducing methane

emissions, therefore, will contribute to
efforts to reduce glmbal backgrourd
ozone concentrations that contribute to
the incidence of ozone-related health
effects. 1947 48 The benefits of such

2UE, ERAL 2013, Tintegrated Sclence
Assessment for Ozone and Related Photochemical
Oxidants (Final Reporty.” EPA-600-R-10-076F.
National f,wtef for Environmental Assessment—
RTP f”'via,mr Available at htip://www.epa.gov/

LD Shindell, F-M. Bréon, W. Colling
3 Hmrm . Koch, J Lamarque, D.
Lee, [3 Momom T. Nakajima, A. Robock, G,
Stephens, T. Takemura and M. Zhang, 2013
Anthropogenic and Natural Radiative Forcing. in
Climate Change 2013: The Physical Science Basis.
Contribution of Working Group 1 to the Fifth
Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change [Stocker, L B Qin, GAKL
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reductions are global and occur in both

urban and rural areas.

2.VOC

Many VOC can be classified as HAP
{(e.g., benzene %)y which can lead to a
variety of health concerns such as
cancer and noncancer illnesses (e.g.,
respiratory, neurological). Further, VOC
are one of the key precursors in the
formation of ozone. Tropospheric, or
ground-level, ozone is formed through
eactions of VOC and NOyx in the
resence of sunlight. Ozone formation
can be contre wm m some extent
through reductions in emissions of
czone precur VO(J and NOy. A
significantly expanded body of
scientific evidence shows that ozone
can cause a number of harmful effects
on health and the environment,
Exposure to 0zone can cause \“%g} iratory
ay@t@sm effects such as difficulty
breathing amﬂ airway inflammation. For
people with lung d iseases such as
asthma and chr onic obstructive
pulmonary disease (COPD), these effect
can lead {o emergency room visits and
hospital admissions. Studies have also
found that ozone exposure is likely to
cause premature death f”wm Iu ng or
heart diseases, In addit id

”@d aa%@ss Maf long-term expm 1
: ikely to resull in harmiul
respiy ﬁsmry effects, including respiratory
symptoms and the development of
asthma. People most at risk from
breathing air containing ne include:
Children; people with asthma and other
r@s&;mraw\ry diseases; older adulis; and
people who are active outdoors,
especially @umwr wor rkers. An
estimated 25.9 million people have
asthma in the Un md States, including
a?r‘nmt 7.4 million children, Asthma

disproportionately affects children,
families with lower incomes, and
minorities, including Puerto Rican
Native Americans/Alaska Natives, am:i
African-Americans.50

Seientific evidence also shows that
repeated exposure to ozone can reduce
growth and have other harmful effects
on sensitive plants and trees. These
types of effects have the potential to
impact ecosystemns and the benefits they
provide.

3.80,

Current scientific evidence links
short-ferm exposures to 8O,, ranging

of Methane Emission Controls,” Environ. Rescource
Econ. DO 10,1007 /s10640-015-8937-6,

4 Benzene IRIS Assessment: hitps//
cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/iris2/
chemicallanding.cfm?substance_nmbr=276.

8 National Health Interview Survey (NFIE) Data,
2001, hitp//www.cde.gov/asthma/nhis/2011/
data. him.
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from B minutes to 24 hours, with an
array of adverse respiratory effects
including bronchoconstriction and
increased asthma symptoms. These
effects are particularly important for
asthmatics at elevated ventilation rates
(e.g., while exercising or playing).
Studies also show an association
between aﬁmr‘ T exposure and
increased visits to emergency
d@par%me nts and hospital adm ssions
, rﬂ am y ilnesses, particul ar yoin
ons mmw:i ing children,
5 ; %Hy‘, mc% asthmatics.
SO, in the air can also damage the
leaves of planis, decrease thelir ability to
produce food—photosynthesis—and
decrease their growth. In addition to
directly affecting plants, 80,, when
deposited on land and in estuaries,
lakes, and a?w@r‘rzss can acidify sensitive
ecosystems resulting in a range of
harmful indirect effects on plants, soils,
water quality, and fish and wildlife (e.g,,
changes in biodiversity and loss of
habitat, rmiuc&zd tree growth, loss of fish
spe :m) Sulfur deposition o waterways
also plays a r‘auwﬁ role m the
methylation of mercury 81

C. GHGs, VOU and S0, Emissions From
the Oil and Natural Gas Source
Category

The previous section u(n am@ how
(’JH(’L‘@; VOCs, and S0, emissions are

“air poliution” that 1 wzay mmmmly he

anticipated to endanger public health
Ifare. This section provides
emissions of ?hew, substances
fmm the oil and natural gas source
category.

e

o~

1. Methane Emissions in the United
States and From the Ol and Natura
industry

The GHGs addressed by the 2009
Endangerment Finding consist of six
well-mixed gases i mlud ing “ﬂ@:?hma
For the analysi pporting this
regulation, we used the methane 100-
year GWP of 25 1o be consistent with
and comparable to key Agency emission
quantificati m g:} agrams such as the
inventory of United Slates Greenhouse
(Gas Emissions amd Sinks (GHG
inventory), and the GHGRP 52 The use
of the 100-year GWP of 25 for methane
value is currently required by the
United Nations Framework Convention
on Climate Change (UNFCCC) for
reporting of national inventories, such
as the United States GHG Inventory.

| Gas

ULLE BEPA. Intergrated Solence Assessment (18A)
for Oxides of Nitrogen and ﬁulmr Ecological
Criteria (2008 Final Report), LB Envieronmental
- tion Agenc y Wash mgtur DC, EPA/B00/R~
", 20018,

2 8eea, for example, Table A-1 to subpart A of 40
CFR part 98,
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that we have on the low emission rates
of piston pumps, we are not establishing
requirements for them in this final rule.

We note that our best available
emissions data for diaphragm pumps, as
discussed in the TSD, indicates that the
emission rate ranges from about 20 to 22
scf/hr during operation of a diaphragm
pump. Based on our analysis of this
data, we do not believe exclusion of
diaphragm pumps from the definition of
a pneumatic pump affected facility is
warranted. As a result, we are refaining
requirernents for diaphragm pumps in
the final rule,

2. Pneumatic Pumps Located in the
thering and Boosting and
Transmission and Storage Segmentis

We received comment that pneumatic
pumps located in the transmission and
storage segment generally have very low
emissions. Similar fo the arguments
presented above for piston pumps,
cormmenters contend that these low

emission rate pumps should not be
subjected to the final rule. In response
to these comments, we reviewed our
available information used in the
proposed rule TSD to estimate the
number M meuma‘ém pumps and the
emission rates of these pumps in all
&»@gmm% of the oil and natural gas
sector. In the TSD for the final rule, we
noted that neither the GHGRP nor the
GHG Inventory include data about
pneumatic pumw or their emission
rates in the natural gas transmission and
storage segment. Because we currently
have no reliable source of information
indicating the prevalence of use of
prneumatic pumps in this segment, nor

what their emission rates Waum be if
they are used, we are not finalizing
preuvmatic purmp requir Qﬂmh mr the
transmission and storage segment at this
time,

We also reviewed the available
GHGRP and GHG Inveniory data for
pheumatic pumps, which was limited fo
the production segment. We consider
the production segment to include both
well sites and the gathering and
boosting segment. Our available data
indicate that pneumatic pumps are used
at well sites as well as emission data for
those pumps, but are silent on the
prevalence of use of preumatic pumps
in the gathe '”rg;; and boosting segment,

and what their emission rates would be
if they are used. As with preumatic
pumps in the transmission and storage
segment, we are not f”wak“m ng
pneumatic pump requirements for fh@
gathering and boosting segments at this
time because of the lack of information
in the record to support finalizing
requirements for these pumps.

EPA-HQ-2018-001886

We note that the EPA is currently
conducting a formal process {o gather
additional data on existing sources in
the oil and natural gas sector. We
believe that this data collection effort
will provide additional information on
the use and emissions of pneumatic
pumps in the transmission and storage
segment and gathering and boosting
&)&g\‘n@m Once we have obtained and

analyzed these data, we will be better
equipped to determine whether
regulation of preumatic pumps in the
transmission and storage segment and
gathering and boosting segment is
warranted, See section HLE for more
detail regarding the EPA’s information
collection request for existing sources.

3. Technical Infeasibility

We agree with comments that there

may be circumnstances, such as

insufficient pm@wm@ or control device
capacity, where it is technically
infeasible to mpmm and route
pheumatic pumyp emissions to a control
device or process, and we have made
changes in the final rule to include an
weﬁsmm n for these instances. The
owner of operator muw maintain

records of an engineering evaluation
and certification providi ng the basis for
the determination that it is technically
infeasible to meet the rule requirements.
The rule does not allow the operator 1o
claim the technical infeasibility
exemptlion for a pneumatic pump
affected facility at a greenfield site
{(defined as a site, other than a natural
gas processing plant, which is entirely
new construction), where circumstances
that could otherwise make control of a
pheumatic pump technically infeasible
at an existing location can be addressed
in the site’s design and construction.

4. Efficiency of Existing Control Devices

As noted above, we are finalizing
emission standards for new, modified,
and reconstructed natural gas-driven
dﬁamra@r‘n pumps located at well sites
requiring emissions be reduced by 85
percent if either a control device or the

ility to route fo a process is already
available onsite. In setting this
requirement, the EPA recognizes that
there may not be a control device or
process avallable onsite. Our analysis
shows that itls w’f cost-effective to
require the owner or operator of a
preumatic pump affe@md facility to
install a new control device or process
&m'te to capture emissions. In those

instances, the prneumatic pump aff@uted
facility is not aubwu {0 the emission
reduction provisions of the final rule.

Commenters have also raised
concerns, and we agree, that the control
device available onsite may not be able
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to achieve a 95 percent emission
reduction, We evaluated whether this
requirement should only be triggered
when a NSPS subpart 0000 or QO00a
compliant control device was onsite,
which would alleviate the control
efficiency concern raised by
comment However, the EPA s
concerned that significant emissions
reductions would be lost as a result of
limiting the required type of equipment
that must be used to control prneumatic
pump emissions to only those that are
designed o achieve 95 percer nt errission
reductions. We are not requiring the
owner or operator to install a new
control device on site that is capable of
meeting a 85 percent reduction nor are
we requiring that the existing control
device be retrofitted to enable it to meet
the 95 percent reduction requirement.
However, we are requiring that the
owWner or C}p@v‘“a‘m r of @ pneumatic pump
affected facility at well sites o route the
ermissions to an existing control device
even if it achieves a level of emissions
reduction less than 85 percent. In those
instances, the owner or operator must
maintain records demonstrating the
percentage reduction that the control
device is d%iqmed fo achieve. In this
way, the final rule will achieve emission
reductions with regard to pneumatic
purmp affected facilities even if the only
available control device on site cannot
achieve a 85 percent reduction.

5. Compliance Requirements

in response fo concerns about
applicability of subpart OO0 or

QOO00a cor m} iance requirements, the
EF’A has clarified our intent in the final

ule that existing control devices that
are not already subject to subparts
QOO0 or OOO0a compliance
requirements (f.e., control devices that
are aubgmé to other federal or state
compliance requirements) are not
subject to the performance

specifications, perf formance testing, and

monitoring requirements in thi Isr le
solely because they are controlling
pheumatic pump emissions. We believe
that control devices covered by other
federal, state, or m’ma regulations would
be mb;@u fo compliance requirements
under those provisions and, therefore,
we have reasonable assurance that the
devices will perform adequately, and we
do not need to include existing controls
that are not already covered by subparts
QOO0 and OOO0a under the
compliance requirements for these
subparts.

6. Cost Analysis

In response {o commenters’ concerns
that the cosls were underestimated for
compliance with the prneurmnatic pump
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performing a REC is technically
infeasible for these W@H

To meet the definition of low pressure
well, the well must satisfy any of the
criteria above. We have revised the
definition in the mgu latory text to
reflect this change. Section VI, the RTC
document, the TSD, and other matc, ials
available in the docket provide more
discussion of these fopics.

5. Timing of Initial Compliance

The EPA pr ma-@d the well
completion requirements that, if
finalized, would apply to both oil and
gas well mm Hetions using hydraulic
fracturing. In the 2012 NSPS, we
provided a phase-in approach in the gas
well completion reg ments due o
the concern with insufficient REC and
trained personnel M‘ REC were required

immediately for all gas well
cormpletions. Hmww«e , we did not
prmm&e the same in m s proposal on the

mwhm that the supplies of REC

mu prent and trained personnel have
caught up with the demand and,
therefore, are no longer an issue. While
some commenters agreed, othe
commenters indicated that the proposed
rule, which would dramatically increase
the number of well completions subject
to the NGPS, would lead to REC
equi ;’)fnmmwrfag@@ One commenter
estimated that 1t would take at least 6
months to obtain the necessary
equipment, while another commenter
estimated that it would take 24 months,
One commenter noted that owners and
operators have been drilling wells, but
d@!aying comp @?m due to the current
economic conditions aff ting the

industry, causi mg asuppressed
equipment demand. Finally, one state
regulatory agency recommended
extending the compliance period to 120
days fo allow sufficient time fo contract
for the necessary completion
equipment.

After reviewing the comments, we
agree that some owners and Gp@ramm
may have difficu éy complying with the
REC requirements in the final mﬁ@ inthe
near term due to the unavailability of
REC eguipment. Alwmugk 1 REC
equipment suppliers have increased
production to meet the demand for gas
well completions under subpart 0000,
the affected facility under subpart
O000a includes both gas and oll wells
and will more than double the number
of wells requiring REC equipment over
sS4 ma rt OO00. We believe this demand
will likely Iead o a short-term shortage
of REC equipment. However, based on
the prior experience, we beli ava%ha?
w[:}p iers have both the a@mba ity and

incentive to catch up with the demand
quickly, as opposed to the longer terms

EPA-HQ-2018-001886

suggested by the commenters; they
likely already stepped up production
since this rule was proposed last vear in
anticipation of the impending increase
in demand. In light of the above, the
final rule provides a phase-in approach
that would allow a guick build-up of the
REC supplies in the near term.
Specifically, for subcategory 1 oil wells,
the final rule requires combustion for
well completions conducted before
November 30, 2016 and REC if
technically feasible for well completions
conducted thereafier. For subcalegory 2
and le:}w pressure oil wells, the final rule
requires combustion during well
completion, which is the same as that
required for completion of subcategory
2 and low pressure gas well in the 2012
[SPS. For g% well completions, which
are alr eady subject to well mmml@:ﬁim
requirements in the 2012 NSPS, the
requirermnents remain the same.

F. Fugitive Emissions From Well Sites
and Compressor Stations

For fugitive emissions requirements
for the source category, three principles
or aims directed our efforts. The first
alm was to produce a consistent and
accountable program for asource to use
to identify and repair fugitive emissions
at well sites and compressor stations. A
second aim was to provide an
opportunity for companies to design
and implement their own fugitive
ermissions monitoring and repair
programs. The third aim was to focus
the fugl% ve ernissions monitoring and
repair program on components from
which we expected the grealest
emissions, with consideration of
appropriate exemptions. The fourth aim
was o establish a program that would
complement other programs currently in
place. With these principles in m%m,
we proposed a deﬁaiﬁ@d mm”mrmg g lan;
semiannual requirements using OGI
technology for monitoring to find and
repair sources of fugitive emissions,
which we had identified as the B EF% a
shifting monitoring schedule based on
performance; a 15-day timeframe for
repairing and resurveying leaks; and an
««,xempﬂm for low production wells,

The public comment process helped
us o identify additional information to
wma'd@

and provided an opportunity
standards p r«:rﬁ:}wmd .

: F emfloaiay identified
concerns with the definition of
maodification for well sites and

compressor stations, the monitoring
plan, the flucmmmg survey frequency,
the overlap with state and federal
requirements, use of emerging
manitoring technologies, the initial
compliance timeframe, and the

3/2/2018

mmim&,h”p between production level

and fugitive emissions.

in this final rule, based on our

consideration of the comments recelved
and other relevant information, we have
made r‘hmgm to the proposed standards
for fugitive emissions from well sites
and cormnpressor stations. The final rule
refines the monifori ing program
requirements while still achieving the
main gwa 5. Below we describe the

significant changes since proposal for
specific topics related o fugitive
emissions and our rationale for these
changes. For additional details, please
refer to section VI, the TSD, and the
RTC supporting documentation in the
public docket,

1. Fugitive Emissions From Well Sites
a. Monitoring Frequency

In conjunction with semiannual
maonitoring, the EPA co-pr wmm
annual monitoring and solicited
cormment on the availability of trained
OGl contractors and OG)
instrumentation. 80 FR 56637,
September 18, 2015. Commenters
provided numerous comments and data
regarding annual, semiannual and
quarter iy maon %mmg surveys. These
cormmenis largely focused on the cost,
iveness, and feasibility of the
different program frequencies. The EPA
evaluated these comments and
information, as well as certain
production m@sgmw% equipment counts
from the 2016 public review draft GHG
inventory, which were developed from
the data reported to the GHGRP. Based
on the above information, the EPA

nda?@d its proposal assumptions on
equipment counts per W%Z%H site to use
data from the 2016 public review draft
update. This resulted in whamgm fo H’m
well site model plant. :
equi p”neﬂ% count for met
gas well site increased from ’& m ”;
which tripled the component counts
from meters/piping at these sites. In
addition, the EPA developed a third
maodel pim? o represent associated gas
well sites. This category includes wells
with GOR between 300 and 100,000
standard cubic feel per barrel (scf/bbl),
and the model plant is assumed 1o have
the same component counis as the
model oil well site, as well as
components associated with meters/
piping. The EPA used this information
to re-evaluate the control options for
annual, semiannual ami quarterly
monitori ing. As shown in the TSD, the
control cost, using OGI, based on
quarterly monitoring is not cost-
effective, while both semiannual and
annual monitoring remain cost-effectiv
for reducing GHG (in the form of
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methane) and VOC emissions. Because
control costs for both semiannual and
annual monitor mg are cost-effective, we
evaluated the dif nemissions
reductions between the two monitoring
frequencies and concluded that
semiannual monitoring would achieve
greater ¢ ”ms»&;mm reductions. Therefore,
the EPA is finali mg the proposed
semiannual monitoring frequency.
Please see the RTC document in the
public docket for further discussion 86
Even though the EPA has determined

that sermi-annual surveys for well sites
is the BSER under this NSPS, this does
‘ clude the EPA from ta King a

Herent appro aah in the future,
includi ing requiring more ff@que
monitoring (e.g., quarterly).

b. Low Production Well Sites

The EPA proposed to exclude low
production well sites (L.e., well sites
where the average combined oil and
natural gas production is less than 15
barrels of oil equivalent (boe) per day
averaged over the first 30 c}ays&, of
,Dmduaflm} from the fugitive emissions
monitoring and repair requirements for
well sites. As we explained in the
preamble to the proposed rule, we
believed that ﬁh%@ wells are mostly
owned by small businesses and that
fugitive emissions associated with these
wells are generally low. 80 FR 58639,
Septermnber 18, 2015, We were concerned
amuz the bu rden on small businesses,

in parf icular, where there may be little

emission rmumm to be achieved. Id,
We specifically requested comment on
the proposed exclusion and the
appropriateness of the 15 boe per day
threshold. We also r@que@?% data that
would confirm that low production sites
have low GHG and VOC fugitive
emissions,

Several commenters indicated that
low production well sites should be
exempt from fugitive emissions
monitoring and that the 15 boe per day
th reshold averaged over the first 30 days

of pr “mdum“m is appropriate for the
exemption, however, commenters did
not pr emd@ data. Othaﬁ commenters
indicated that the low production well
sites e}xemn‘?im would not benefit small
businesses since these fyrse@ of wells
would not be economical to operate and
few Qperaém" , ifany, would operate
new well sites that average 15 boe per
day.

Several commenters stated that the
EPA should not exempt low production
well sites because they are still a part of
the cumulative emissions that would
impact the environment. One

8 See EPA docket 1D No. EPA-HC-OAR-2010~
0505.
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commenter indicated that low
mmuw?”wm well sites have the potential
to ernit high fugitive emissions. Another
cormimenter stated that low production
well sites should be required to perform
fugitive emissions monitoring at a
quarterly or monthly frequency. One
commenter provided an estimate of low
pvwmemq gas and oil wells that
indicated that a significant mmbe m’

wells would be excluded from fugit
emissions monitoring.
Based on the data from Drillinginfo,

30 percent of natural gas wells are low
production wells, and 43 percent of all
oil wells are low production wells. The
EPA believes that low production well
sites have the same type of equipment
(e.g., separators, stor "ag@ vessels) and
mmmmmm (e.g., valves, flanges) as
oroduction well sites Wa?h production

g reater than 15 boe m:«r day. Because we
did not receive additional data on
equipment or mmm\wm’z: counts for low
production wells, we believe that a low
production well model plant would
have the same equipment and
component mum?&, as a non-low
pmdum on well site. This would

”utf cate that the emissions from low

production well sites could be similar to

Maf of non-low production well sites.
We also believe that this type of well
may be developed for leasing purposes
but is typically unmanned and not

visited as often as other well sites that
would allow fugitive emissions fo go
undetected, We did not receive data

showing that low production well sites
have lower GHG (principally as
methane) or VOC emissions other than
non-low production well sites. In fact,
the data that were pr“a‘w”ai@d indicated
that ’mm potential emissions from these
well sites could be as significant as the
emissions from non-low p"ﬁe:iu(:?'m
well sites because the type of equipment
and the well pressures are more than
likely the same. In discussions with us,
stakeholders indicated that well site
fugitive emissions are not correlated
with levels of production, but rather
b@mﬁ on the number of pieces of
equipment and mmpme%m Therefore,
Wﬁ,, believe that the fugitive emissions
om low production and non- !ww
pmdua?'m well sites are comparal
Based on these considerations md in
paré:cu&ar the large number of low
production wells am:f the simila i%aes-;
between well sites with productio
greater than 15 boe per day and ww
production well sites in terms of the
components that could leak and the
associated emissions, we are not

v

exempting low production well sites
from the fugitive emissions monitoring
pf@g ram. The e, the collection of

fugitive emissions components at all
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new, modified or reconstructed well
sites is an af’r’mf@d facility and *nmaé

meet the requirements of the fugit

emissions monitoring program.

c. Monitori

g Usiy 1@ Method 21

rule found OGH m m more cost- ,
a% detecting fugitive emissions than the
traditional protocol for that p e,
Method 21, and the EPA th
identified OGI as the BSER
monitori “eg fugitive emissions at well
sites. See 80 FR 56636, September 18,
2015, The EPA &@!Eoémd comment on
whether to allow Method 21 as an
ammaﬂw fugitive emissions
maonitoring method to OGL 80 FR
56638, September 18, 2015. We also
solicited comment on the repair
threshold for components that are found
o have fugitive emissions using Method
21, 1d.

Numerous industry, state, and
environmental commenters indicated
that Method 21 is preferred or should be
allowed as an alternative to OG! citing
availability, costs, and training
associated with OC

Several commenters indicated that the
EPA should set the Method 21 fugitive
ernissions repair threshold at 10,000
ppm, the level at which our recent work

”@dioa?% that fugitive emissions are
genera iy detectable using OG!

instrumentation mwu:ied that the right
operating conditions (e.g., wind speed

and background temperature) are
present. 80 FR b6635, September 18,
2015, Some commenters stated that the
mpa' r threshold should be 500 ppm to
achieve a high level of fugitive emission
reductions while other commenters
state that a 500 g&pm repa'r threshold
would target fugitive emissions that
would mm p ‘ovide meaningful
reductio

Thel Ié:» Ué; of the repair threshold
when Method 21 is used is a critical
decision. As discussed in the preamble
to the proposed rule, Method 21, at an
appr mmiam repair threshold, is wawab
of achieving the same or betfa emission
reductions as OGlL However, at
proposal, we determined that Method
21 was not cost-effective at a
semiannual monitoring frequency with
a repair threshold of 500 ppm.

While we agree with the importance
of allowing the use of Method 21 as an
alternative, we need to ensure that its
use does not result in fewer emissions

reductions than what would otherwise
be achieved using OGl which is the
BSER based on our ma ysis, Available
data show that OGl can detect fugitive
emissions at a concentration of at least
10 @00 ppm when restricting ifs use
ring certain environmental conditions
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3. Certification of Technical Infeasibility
of Connecting a Pneumatic Pump to an
Existing Control Device

In response to comment, the final rule

requires that a new, modi ﬂ(:‘%d or
reconstructed ,Dmu*ﬂa?, ¢ pump be
routed to an existing control device
process onsite, unless the owner or
operator obtains a certification that it is
technically infeasible to do so. The EPA
understands that some factors such as
capacity of the existing control device
and back pressure on the exhaust of the
preurnatic pump imposed by the closed
vent system and cot ”z‘émﬁ device can
contribute to infeasibility of routing a
pneurnatic pump 1o an existing control
device onsite. Due o the various
scenarios that could make routing a
pneumatic pump o an onsile control
device or process technically infeasible,
we do not think we could prescribe a
specific set of criteria or factors that
must be considered for making such
determination that could capture all
such circumstances. However, we want
to ensure that the owner or operator has
Mfw?”wﬂ,ly assessed these faam% before
making a claim of infeasibility. To that

end, we have included provisions in the
final rule to require cer ation by a
qualified P fem& anal wg neer of such
technical infeasibility. In addition, we
are requiring that the owner or e}mram
maintain r ds of that certification for
a period of five years

or

4. Professional Engineer Design of
Closed Vent Systems

It is the EPA’s experience, through
site inspections and interaction with the
states, that closed vent systems and
control devices for storage vessels and
other emission sources often suffer from
improper design or Mammum@ n@mmw
that results in emissions not reaching
the control device and/or the control
device being overwhelmed by the
volume of emissions. Either of these
conditions can seriously compromise
emissions control and can render the
systern ineffective. We also discussed
the issue in the Seplember 2015
Compliance Alert "EPA Observes Alr
Ernissions from Controlled Storage
Vessels at Onshore O:E and Natural Gas
Production Facilities™ (See htips://
www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/
2015-08/documents/
oilgascompliancealert pdf).

We believe it is important that owners
and operators make real efforts to
provide for proper design of these
systems o ensure that all the emissions
routed to the control device reach the
contrel device and that the control
device is sized and operated to result in
proper control. As a result, we have

EPA-HQ-2018-001886
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included in the final rule provisions for
certification by aqua ified professional

engineer that the closed vm%s-;w e s
properly designed to ensure that all
ermissions from the unit mmg contro
in fact reach the control device and
allow for proper control.

Although fh@ final rule does not
include requirements for specific
criteria for proper design, the EPA
believes there are cerfain minimum
design criteria that should be
considered to ensure he closed

vent and control device system are

designed to meet the requirements of
the rule; i.e., the closed vent snya“-;mm
must be capable of routing all gases,
vapors, and fumes emitied from the
affected facility to a control device or to
a process that meets the requirements of
the rule,

Furthermore, because other emissions
may be col Ewﬁed into the closed vent
system and routed to the control device,
these design criteria include
consideration of the contribution of
these additional emissions to ensure
proper sizing and e;}pwa‘émw The
minimum design elements include, but
are not i Wn?@d o, based on site-specific
consideratio

1. Review e;}f the Control Technologies
to be Used to Comply with §§60.5380a
and 60.5385a,

2. Closed Vent System
Considerations:

a. Piping—

‘w ize { wﬁu% all ef

iity);

’am pressure, im: ud&mg low

pc}m?s:y which collect | iquids;
Wm@aum losses; and

iv“ Bypasses and pressure release
points.

3. Affected Facility Considerations:

a. Peak Flow from affected facil y
including flash emissions, if applicab
and

b. Bypasses, pressure release points.

4. Control Device Considerations

a. Maxdimum volumetric flow rate
based on pe&ak flow, amd

b. Ability {o handle

K. Provision for ﬁquwﬁf&ww
Determinations

led

ernissions, not just

uture gas flo

In recent years, ceriain states have
developed programs to control various
oil and gas emission sources in their
own states, Due to the differences in the
sources covered and the requirements,
determining eguivalency through direct
comparison of the various state
programs with the NSPS has proven o
be difficult. We also did not find that

any state program as a whole would
reflect what we have identified as the
BEERs fc, all é?émi%:» ions sources covered
by the NSPS. In any event, federal

3/2/2018

standards are necessary to ensure that
emissions from the oil and natural gas
industry are controlled nationwide.
However, depending on the

applicable state requirements, certain
owners and operators may achieve
equivalent or more emission reduction
from their affected source(s) than the
required e&dwt”m under the NSPS by
complying with their state

irements. States may adopt and
orce standards or limitations that are
maore stringent than the NSPS. See CAA
section 116 and the EPA’s regulations at
40 CFR 60.10(a). For states that are
being proactive in addressing emissions
from the oil and natural gas industry, it
is important that the NSPS complement
such effort. Therefore, in the final rule,
through the process described in mr‘tm
VI 10 for aémmgév"ig technology, owners
and mpm“aw% may also submit an
application requesting th at the EFA
approve certain state requirement as
‘alternative means of emission
limitations” under the NSPS for mm
affected facilities. The applicatio
would include a demonstration ?haf
emission reduction achieved under the
state requirement(s) is at least
equivalent to the emission reduction
achieved under the NSPS standards for
agiven affected facility. Consistent with
section T11(h)(3), any application will
be publicly noticed, which the EPA
intends to provide within six r“rmfhs
after receiving a comp plete applicatio
includi mga required information fm“
evaluation. The EPA will ma‘w%de& an

op mrmn ty for public hearing on the
application and on intended aahm the
EPA might take. The EPA intends
make a final determination within six
manths after the close of the public
comment period. The EPA will also
publish its determination in the Federal
Register.

Wil Prevention of Significant
Deterioration and Title V Permitting

A. Qverview

This final rule will regulate GHGs
under CAA section 111, In this section,
the EPA is addressing how regulation of
GHGs under CAA section 111 could
have implications for other EPA rules
and for permits writlen under the CAA
Prevention of Significant Deterioratio
(PSD) preconstruction permit py mg“am
e-md the CAA Title V operating permit

prograrm. The EPA is adopting
pmvmmm in the regulations that
itl y address some of these
potential implications based on our
review of the proposed regulatory text
and comments received on the proposal.

For uu‘"pm@a of the PED program, the
EPA Is finalizing provisions in part 60
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controls expected to be used for
compliance with the final NSPS,

The final NSPS encourages the use of
emission controls that recover
hydrocarbon products, such as methane,
that can be used onsite as fuel or
sed within the p*@dum'w
prog r sale. We esti imate that the
standards will result in a total cost of

about $320 million in 2020 and $530
million in 2025 (in 2012 dollars).
C. What are the compliance costs?

The EPA estimates the tolal capital
cost wf ?hcv final NSPS will be $250
million in 2020 and $360 million in
2025, Th@ estimate of total annualized

engl m%rmg msz;?s:, of the final NSPS is
$390 million in 2020 and $640 million
in 2025 Th s:»mma% cost estimate
includes capital, mra‘z ng,

maintenance, monlitoring, reporting, and
rmm"ﬁkmﬁ:ﬂmg s. This estimated
annual cost does not take info account
any producer revenues associated with
the recovery of salable natural gas. The
EPA estimates that about 16 billion

cubic feet in 2020 and 27 billion cubic
fmt of natural gas in 2025 will be
recovered E:xy imp er n@mt”ﬂg the NSPS.
in the engineering cost analysis, we
assume that producers are paid M per
thousand cubic feet (Mcf) ’mr‘ the
recovered gas af the wellhead. After
accounting for these revenues, the
estimate of tot al annualized engineering
costs of the final NGPS are estimated to
be $320 million in 2020 and $530
million in 102& 108 The price
assumption is mﬂum? al on estimated
amma! "wd emg neering costs. A simple
sensitivity analysis indicates $1/Mcf

“zmga m the wellhead mm@; causes a

mmg@ in estimated engineering
mmp ance costs of about $16 million

in 2020 and $27 million in 2025,

0. What are the economic and
employment impacts?

The EPA used the National Energy
Madeling System (NEMS) fo estimate
the impacts of the final rule on the
United ¢ ‘ﬁam&; energy system. The NEMS
is a publically-available model of the
United States wwgy economy
developed and maintained by the EIA
and is used to produce the AEO, a
reference publication that pwwidm&
detailed forecasts of the United States
energy economy.

The EF’A %‘éima‘%@ that natural ga&x an
crude oil drilling levels decline slightly
over the ?(}/O to 2025 period relative to
the baseline (by about 0.17 percent for

108 To the extent that NEPS affected facilities
would have controlled emissions voluntarily
through the Methane Challenge or other initiatives,
the estimated costs and benefits of the N&PS would
be lower than those included in the RiA analysis.
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natural gas wells and about 0.02 percent
for crude oil wells). Natural ges
production decreases slightly over the
/O)O to 2025 period relative to the
baseline (by about 0.03 percent), while
crude oil p\rwdumim does not vary
appreciably. Crude oil wellhead prices
far onshore lower 48 production are not
estimated to change appreciably over
the 2020 to 2025 period relative to the
baseline. However, wellhead natural gas
pri for onshore lower 48 production
are estimated {o increase slightly over
the 2020 fo 2025 period relative to the
baseline (about 0.20 percent). Net
imports of natural gas are estimated fo
increase slightly over the 2020 to 2025
period relative {o the baseline (by about
0.11 percent). Crude oil net imports are
not estimated to change appreciably
over the 2020 to 2025 period relative to
the baseline.

Executive Order 13563 directs federal
agencies to consider the effect of
regulations on job creation and
@mplwymm? Ac‘ fing to the
Executive Order cw regulatory system
must protect pu ¢ health, welfare,
safety, and oure Wlmnmmf while
promoting economic growth,
innovation, competitiveness, and job
creation, it must be based on the best
availab Mz science.” (Executive Order
’5%63 2011) While a standalone

alysis of employment impacts is not
im:::%ud@:d in a standard benefit-cost
ana ys:)'a such an analysis is of
particular concern in the current
wwmmio climate g iven continued
interest in the employment impact of
regulations such as this final rule.

The EPA estimated the labor impacts
due to the installation, operation, and
maintenance of control equip “ﬂm?
control activities, and labor aswwmmczd
with new reporting and recordkeeping
requirements. We estimated up-front
and continual, annual labor
requirements by estimating hours of
labor W:gu”"@d for compliance and
converting this number m MH -time
equivalents (FTEs) by dividing by 2,080
(40 hours per week multi g:} ied by 52
weeks). The up-front labor requirement
to comply with the proposed NSPS is
estimated al about 270 FTEs in both
2020 and 2025, The annual labor
requiremnent to comply with final NSPS
is estimated at about 1,100 FTEs in 2020

and 1,800 FTEs in 2025.

We note that this type of FTE estimate
cannot be used to identify the specific
number of employees involved or

whether new jobs are created for new

employees versus displacing jobs from
other sectors of the economy.
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k. What are the benefits of the final
standarcds?

The final rule is expected o result in
significant reductions in emissions. In
2020, the final rule is anticipated 1o
mzr%uw 300,000 short tons, or 280,000
metric mm of methane (a GHGand a
precursor to tropospheric ozone
formation), 150,000 tons of VOC (&
w”‘cwwr o both PM (2.5 microns and
less) (PM, <) and ozone formation), and
1,800 tons of HAR. In 2025, the final
rule is anticipated to reduce 510,000
short tons (460,000 metric tons) of
methane, 210,000 tons of VOC, and
3,800 tons of HAP. These pollutants are
associated with substantial health
effects, climate effects, and other
welfare effects.

The final standards are expected to
reduce methane emissions annually by

about 6.9 million metric tons CO» Eq in
2020 and by about 11 million metric
tons CO, Eg. in 2025, 1t is important to
note that the emission reductions are
based upon predicted activities in 2020
and 2025, however, the EPA did not
forecast sector-level emissions in 2020
and 2025 for this rulemaking. To give a
sense of the magnitude of the
reductions, the methane reductions
expected in 2020 are equivalent to about
2.8 percent of the methane emissions for
this sector reported in the United States
GHG Inventory for 2014 (about 232
million metric tons CO Eq. from
petroleum and natural gas production
and gas processing, transmission, and
stor age} Expected reductions in /W;}

are equivalent to around 4.7 percent of
2014 emissions. As it is expected that
emissions from this sector would
increase over time, the estimates
compared against the 2014 emissions
would likely overestimate the percent of
reciuctions from total emissions in 2020
and 2025,

Methane is a potent GHG that, once
emitted into the almosphere, absorbs
terrestrial infrared radiation that
contributes to increased global warming
and continuing climate change.
Methane reacts in the atmosphere o
form tropospheric ozone and
stratospheric water vapor, both of which
a%&xe&wm%but@ to global war mi”@g When
accounting for the impacts of changing
frt@thaﬁe fropospheric ozone, and
%ram&;‘»wk‘?erio water vapor
concentrations, the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) 5th
A siment F{@m\f (2013} mu ”wi that
historical emissions of metha
accounted for about 30 ﬁ?}%mm 4 m the
total current warming influence
(radiative forcing) due o historical
emissions of GHGs. Methane is therefore
a major contributor 1o the climate
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change impacts described previously. In
2013, total methane emissions from the
oil and natural gas industry represented
nearly 29 percent of the fotal methane
emissions from all sources and account
for about 3 percent of all COz-equivalent
emissions in the United States, with the
combined petroleum and natural gas
&sye&s?wm&s being the largest contributor o
United States anthropogenic methane
emissions,

We calculated the global social
benefits of methane emission reductions
expected from the final NSPS standards
for oil and natural gas sites using
estimates of the social cost of methane
(SC-CHy), a metric that estimates the
monetary value of impacts associated
with mal g&{ wal ¢ mmge&; in methane

ma&m% inagiven } year. The SC-CH,
estimates applied in this analysis were
developed by Marten et al. (2014) and
are discussed in greater detail below.

A similar meti cial cost of
CO, (8C-COy), p es important
context for understanding the Marten et
al. 8C~CH, estimates.'%? The 8C~C0; is
a metric that estimates the monetary
value of impacts associated with
ma“gma r*hmg% inCO, @\W”ti@‘"im“@ m a
given year. Similar to the 8C-CHy,

includes a wide range of antic ma’wd
climate impacts, such as net changes in
agricultural productivity, property
damage from increased flood risk, and
changes in energy system costs, such as
reduced costs for heating and increased
costs for air conditioning. Estimates of
the SC~-CO, have been used by the EPA
and other federal agencies to value the

impacts of CO, emissions changes in
benefit cost analysis for GHG-related
rulemakings since 2008,

The 8C~CO, estimates were
developed over many years, using the
best science available, and with input
from the public, &«pumflm y, an
interagency working group (IWG) that
included the EPA and other executive
branch agencies and offices used three
integrated assessment models (|AMs) 1o
develop the SC-CO; estimates and
r@wcwzmewm four global values for use

in regulatory analyses. The \»(J—(JO
estimates were first released in February
2010 and updated in 2013 using new

N wns of each 1AM, The 2010 8C-CO,
Technical Support Document (ZO%O

8D} provides a complete discussion of
the methods used to develop these
estimates and the current 8C-CO, TSD
presents and disc 5 the 2013 update

14

evious analyses have commonly referred to
the social cost of carbon dioxide emissions as the
social cost of carbon or 8CC, To more easily
facilitate the inclusion of non-CO, GHGs in the
discussion and analysis the more specific 8C-CO,
nomenclature is used to refer to the sovial cost of
GO emissions.

EPA-HQ-2018-001886

{including recent minor technical
corrections to the estimates) 110
The 8C-CO, TSDs discuss a number
of limitations to the 8C-C0O, ana ya&'
including the incomplete way in whi Ch
the [AMs capture catast c:}m ¢ and non-
catastrophic impacts, their incomplete
treatment of adaptation and
technological change, uncertainty in the
exirapolation of damages to h g;;h
temperatures, and assumptio
regarding risk aversion. Cuw@m?ﬁy“ [AMs
do not assign value to all of the
important physical, ecological, and
economic iwwa@m of climate chat nge
recognized in the climate ﬁhmg@
e due to a lack of precise
mﬁmna? ion on the nature of damages
and because the science mmrw rated
into these models understandably lags
behind the most recent research,
Nonetheless, these estimates and the
discussion of their limitations represent
the best available information about the
social benefits of CO, reductions to
inform benefit-cost analysis. The EPA
and other agencies continue {o engage in
research on modeling and valuation of
climate impacts with the goal to
improve these estimates and continue to
consider feedback on the 8C-CO,
estimates from stakeholders through a
range of channels, im!ud“ ing muh lic
comments on Ag@ ney rulemakings, a
separate Office of | %ﬂma@@mw? and
Budget (OMB) public comment
solicitation, and through regular
irnteractions with stakeholders and
research analysts implementing the SC~
COs methodology. See the RIA of this
rule for additional details,

A challenge particularly relevant fo
this rule is that the WG did not
estimate the social costs of non-CO;
GHG emissions at the time the &ECWC(B;
estimates were developed. In additi
the dir &My madeled estimates of ﬁ
social costs of non-CO, GHG rmmims&s
pf&mm@ﬁy found in the published

iterature were few in number and
varied considerably in term the
models and input as mfnm”m 5 they
employed "1 (EPA 2012). In the past,
EFA has sought to understand the
potential importance of monetizing non-
CO,» GHG emissions Phamgm through
sensitivity analysis using an estimate of
the {nW@ of methane to convert

}

oth the 2010 8C~-CO, T8D and the current
TED are available at: hitps//www.whitehouse.gov/
Omh/mza/ social-cost-of-carbon,

TLLE, EPAL 2012, Regulatory inpact Analysis
Final New Source Performance Standards and
Amendments to the National Emissions Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollintants for the Oil and Natural
Gas Industry, Office of Alr Quality Planning and
Standards, Health and Environmental impacts
Division. April, htp//www.epa.gov/tin/ecas/
regdata/RIAs/oll_natural_gas final_neshap_nsps
ria.pdf. Accessed March 30, 2015,
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emission impacts to CO, eguivalents,
which can then be valued using the SC~
CO, estimates. This approach
approximates the social cost of methane
(8C~CH,) using estimates of the 8C-CO»
and the GWP of methane, 12

The published literature documents a
va”ieﬁy of reasons that directly modeled

estimates of SC~CH, are an ana yma
anwvwmn? over the estimates from
the (:;WP’ app roximation approach.
Specifically, several recent studies
found that GWP-weighted benefit
estimates for methane are likely to be
lower than the estimates derived using
directly modeled social cost estimates
for these gases. ' The GWP reflects
only the relative integrated radiative
forcing of a gas over 100 years in
comparison to COs. The directly
modeled social cost estimates differ
from the GWP-scaled 5C-CO; because
the relative di nees in timing and
magnitude of the warming between
gases are explicitly modeled, the non-
linear effects of temperature change on
economic darmages are included, and
rather than treating all impacts over a
hundred vears equally, the modeled
damages over the time horizon
considered (300 vears in this case) are
discounted to present value terms. A
detailed discussion of the limitations of
h@ GWIP approach can be found in the

f\

in general, the commenters on
srevious m%@ma(l ngs strongly
uraged the EPA to incorporate the
maonetized value of non-CO, GHG
impacis into the benefit cost analysis
However, they noted the challe ‘igm
associated with the GWP approach, as
discussed above, and encouraged the
use of directly modeled estimates of the
SC~CH, to overcome those challenges.

Since then, a paper by Marten et al.
(20 4} hes pwvnmd the first set of
published SC-CH, estimates in the peer-
rwa«:-:wezd i temmm that are consistent
with the modeling assumptions
underlying the SC-CO; estimates. 114 11

12 For example, see (1) LL8, EP&, (2012).

"Fegulatory impact analysis supporting the 2012
.8, Environmental Protection Agency final new
source performance standards and amendments to
the national emisslon standards for hazardous air
pollutants for the oil and natural gas industry.”
Retrieved from hitp://'www.epa.gov/tin/ecas/
regdata/RIAs/oil_natural_pas final_neshap nsps
ria.pdfand (2 PA, {/C}?”?) Weg latory
impact analysis al rulermnaking for 20172025
light-duty vehicle greenhouse gas emission
standards and corporate average fuel economy
standards.” Retrieved from hlip//www.epa.gov/
otag/climate/documents/¢20r1 2016.pof.

T8 See Waldhoff et al, (2011); Marter and

Newbo!d (2012); and Marten et al. (2014},

4 Marten et al, (2014 also provided the first set
of 8C-N. O estimates that are cum@&s%tem with the
assumptions underlying the IWG 8C-CO, estimates.
Continued
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8. More detailed discussion of V*‘ SC
CH 4 estimation methodology, r ults
and a comparison to other publis wi
estimates can be found in the RIA and
in Marten et al.

Specifically, the estimation approach of
Marten et al. used the same set of three
[AMSs, five socioeconomic and
emissions scenarios, equilibrium
climate sensitivity distribution, three

constant discount rates, and aggregation
approach used by the IWG to devel op
the SC-CO; estimates.
Th@ SC~-CH imates from Marten et
I. (2014) are presented below in Table

I COST OF CHy, 201220609

TABLE 8—S0CIA

[In 20128 per metric tor] (Source: Marten et al., 2014 )
S5C~CHy
vear 5% 3% 2.5% 3%
Average Average Average 96th percentile

2 $430 $1000 $1400 $2800
201E 480 1100 1500 3000
580 1300 1700 3500

700 1500 1900 4000

820 1700 2200 4500

970 1900 2500 5300

1100 2200 2800 5800

1300 2500 3000 6600

1400 2700 3300 7200

Notes:

SC-CH, from three |
o= QH acros
The est mat% this

all three models at

integrated e«z%@%men t models
a 3 percent discount rate. See RIA fm details.
table have bmm adiusted to reflect the minor technical corrections to the SC-CO» estimates described above. See the

at discount rates of

Corrigendum to Martwm et al. (2014), httpAwww tandfonline . com/doi/abs/10.1080/14693062.2015.1070550.

The application of these directly
modeled SC-CH, estimates from Marten
etal (2014} ina mm@fi?wmmé analysis of
a regulatory action is analogous to the
use of the SC-CO, estimates. In
addition, the li mitations for the S SC-COs
est matzm discussed above likewise
apply to the 8C~CH, estimates, given
the consistency in the M@Hmdw OgY.

Inearly 2015, the EPA conducted a
peer review of the application of the
Marten et a (2014) non-CO;, social cost
estimates in regulatory analysis and
received responses that supported this
application. See the RIA for g detailed
discussion,

The EPA also carefully considered the
full range of public comments and
associated technical issues on the
Marten et al. SC-CH, estimates received
through this rulemaking. The comments

addressed the technical details of the
SC~CO- estimates and the Marten et al.
SC~CHy estimates as well ag their
application to this rulemaking analysis
The commenters also provided
constructive recommendations to
improve the SC~-C0O, and 8C~CH4
estimates in the fulure. Based on the
evaluation of the public comments on
this rulemaking, the favorable peer
review of the Marten et al. application,
and past comrments urging the EPA 1o
value non-CO, GHG impacts in its
rulemakings, the EPA concluded that
the estirmates represent the best
scientific information on the impacts of
hange available in a form
appropriate for incorporating the
damages from incremental methane
emissions changes into regulatory
analysis. The EPA has included those

aThere are four different estimates of the SC-CH,, each one emissi wm—ywr specific. The first three shown in the table ar'e% based on the aver-
3, and 2.5 percent. The fourth estimate i

s the 95th percentile of

benefits in the main benefils analysis

See the RTC document fc
response to comments

SC-CHy as part of this rule
The methane benefits calculated using

Marten et al. (2014) are pi

r the complete
eived on the
ermaking.

sented in

Table 9 for years 2020 and 2025,
Applying this approach to the methane

reductions estimated for

the NSPS, the

2020 methane benefits vary by discount
rate and mng@f ‘orm about Wb@ million
to approximately $960 mil
mean SC~CH, at the 3- memmt discount
rate results in an estimate of about $360
million in 2020, The methane benefils

increase in the 2025, ranging from $320

million to $1.8 bil
discount rate used; the mean

on; the

lion, depending on

SC~CH, at

the 3-percent di amum rate results inan
estimate of about $690 million in 2025,

TABLE 91 IMATED G L. BENEFITS OF METHANE REDUCTIONS
[In millions, 2012%]
Year
Discount rate and statistic
2020 2025
Million metric tonnes of Methane redUCRU et ae e e s e e ren creeerenecann e e e eas 0.28 0.46
Million metric tonnes of CO, BEg. oo 6.9 11
B% (BVEBFBOBY ittt $160 $320
3% (BVBTBOEY it $360 3690
Z.5% (BVETBUE T oot oo e $480 3890
3% (G5h pereentilBY e e 3960 $1.800

18 M’Men ﬂﬂm E.A. Kopits, CW. Griffiths, 8.C.
Newbold & A, Wolverton (2014, online publication;
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2015, print publication). incremental CH, and N, O
mitigation benefits consistent with the United
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States @;)vé{’r%fﬁezxt\ss SC-CO, estimates, Climate
Policy, DOL 10 1080/14693062.2014.91 2081,
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In addition to the limitation discussed
abave, and the referenced documents,
there are additional impacts of
individual GHGs that are not currently
captured in the AMs used in the
directly modeled approach of Marten et
al. (2014} and, therefo
for the rule. For example, in
being a GHG, methane is a precursor (o
czone. The ozone generated by methane
has important non-climate impacts on
agriculture, ecosysterns, and human
health. The RIA describes the specific
impacis of methane as an ozone
precursor in more detail and discusses
studies that have estimated monetized
benefits of these methane generated
ozone effects. The EPA continues to
monitor developments in this area of
research,

With the data available, we are not
able to provide credible health benefit
estimates for the reduction in exposure
to HAP, ozone and PM, s for these rules,
due to the differences in the locations of

oil and natural gas emission points

wﬁa? ive to existing information and the
highly localized nature of air quality
responses associated W' th HAP and

VOO reductions. This is not to imply
that there are no bmeflm of the rules:
rather, it is a reflection of the difficulties
in modeling the direct and indirect

impacts of the reductions in emissions
for thig | ”rwiua‘h“ia? sector with he data
currently available. % In addition to

health |m[:}vwmwmm Hw WlH be
improvements in visibility eff
ecosystem effects and climate
well as additional product recovery.
Although we do not have sufficient
information or modeling available to
provide quantitative estimates for this
rulemaking, we include a qualitative
assessment of the health effects
associated with exposure (o HAP, ozone
and PM, s in the RIA for this rule. These
gualitative effects are briefly
summarized below, but for me
detalled information mﬁea&sa refer to the
RIA, which is availa bie in the docket.

T Previous studies have estimated the monetized
benefits-per-ton of reducing VOC emissions
associated with the effect that those emissions have
on ambient PM. . levels and the health effects
associated with PM, « exposure (Fann, Fulcher, and
Hubbell, 2008). While these ranges of benefit-per-
ton estimates can provide useful context, the
geographic distribution of VOU emissions from the
oil and gas sector are not consistent with emissions
modeled in Fann, Fulcher, and Hubbell (200
addition, the benefit-per-ton estimates for VOO
emission reductions in that study are derived from
total VOC emissions across all sectors. Coupled
with the larger uncertainties about the relationship
stons and PM. « and the highly

between VOO ermiss
tocalized nature of air guality responses associated
with HAP and VOO reductions, these factors lead
us to conclude that the available VOC benefit-per-
ton estimates are not appropriate to calculate
monetized benefits of these rules, even as a
bounding exercise.
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One of the HAP of concern from the oil
and natural gas sector i% benzene, which
is a known human carcinogen. VOC
emissions are precursors {o both PM; s
and ozone formation. As documented in
previous analyses (U 8. EPA, 2006117
U8 EPA, 201018 and LS. EPA,

2014 119y exposure to P\W‘éa s and wmw
is associated with si gm fi am pub

health e ,

health effects, includi ing premature
mortality for adults amd infants,
cardiovascular morbidity such as heart
attacks, and mwwam y morbidity such
as asthma attacks, acute bronchitis,
hmpi%a admissions and emet rgency
room visits, work loss days, restricted
activity days amd r@”w”ra‘wry symptoms,
as well as visibility impairment 120
Ozone is associ aﬁ@d with health effects,
including hospital and emergency
department visits, school loss days and
premature mortality, as well as mgu\r'y to
vegetation and climate (5.1

Finally, the control techni qum fo
meet the standards are anticipated o
have minor secondary @m”a“te;}\‘m
impacts, which may partially offset the
direct benefits of this rule. The
“m@g nitude of these secondary air
pollutant i l*rsz‘m is small relative to the
di "essm emission reductions anticipated
from this rule,

In particular, the EPA has estimated
that an increase in flaring of natural gas
in response to this rule will produce a

ariety of emissions, including about 1.0
million short tons of CO« in 2020 and
about 1.2 million short tons of CO, in
2025, The EPA has not @M mated the
zed value of the secondary
emi ns of CO, because much of the
VOCs and methane that would have

i

.8 ﬁ& RIA. National Ambient Air Qtfafffy
““i@mfmrff@ for Particutate Matter, Chapter &. Office
of Adr Quality Planning and Standards, Research
Triangle Park, NC. October 2006. Available on the
Internet at hitp.//www.epa.gov/tin/ecas/regdata/
RIAs/Chapter %205—Benelits pdf,

8108, EPA. RIA. National Ambient Alr Quality
Standards for Qzone. Office of Air Quality Planning
and Standards, Research Triangle Park, NC. January
2010, Available on the Internet at hitp//
www.epa.gov/ttn/ecas/regdata/RIAs/s1-
supplemental_analysis Tull pdf.

1B ULE BPA. RIA. National Ambient Alr Quality
Standards for Ozone. Office of Alr Quality Planning
and Standards, Research Triangle Park, NC,
Desember 2014, Avaliable on the Internet at http://
www.epa.gov/tinecast/reqdata/FRIAs/

2014 1125ria.pof.

1.8, EPAC Infegrated Science Assessment for
Particutate Matter (Final Report), EPA-B00-R-{8
138F. National Center for Environmental
Assessment—RTP Division. Decernber 2008,
Available at hitp://efpub.epa.gov/neea/cfm/
recordisplay.cim?deld=216546.

LS ERA. Alr Quality Criteria for Ozone and
Refated Photochemical Oxidants (Final). EPA/B00/
R-05/004aF-cF, Washingtor, DG U8, EFA,
February 2008. Available on the Internet at hitp.//
cfpub.epa.gov/nicea/CFM/
recordisplay.cim?deid=148923.

3/2/2018

been released in the absence of the flare
would have eventually oxidized info
CO, in the atrmosphere. Note that the
CO: pr wduwﬁ from the methane
oxidizing in the atmosphere 1s not

%Eudeﬁ in the calculation of the SC~
CHy.

For VOC emissions, the oxidization

period is relatively short, 1
of a couple of weeks. Howev

EPA recognizes that because the growth
rate of the 8C-CO, estimales are lower
than their associated discount rates, the
estimated impact of CO, produced in
the future via oxidized methane from
fossil-based emissions may be less than
the estimated impact of CO, released
immediately from combustion. This
would imply asmall disbenefit
associated with the earlier release of
CO, during combustion of the methane
emissions.

in the proposal, the EPA solicited
comment on the appropriateness of
moneltizing the impact of the earlier
release of CO, due to combusting
methane emissions from oil and gas
sites and an illustrative analysis that
described a mm ntial ap m@aah o
approximate this value usi ng the 8C-
COy. The EPA did not receive any
commentis regarding the ap riate
methodology for conducting such an
analysis, but did receive one comiment
letter th aﬁ voiced general support for
r‘rwm‘%i?mg the secondary impacts. In
consideration of this comment and
recognizing the challenges and
uncertainties related to estimation of
these secondary emissions impacts for
this rulemaking, EPA has continued fo
examine this issue in the context of this
regulatory analysis ({.e., the m:}mbussf”rg
M fossil-based methane at oil and gas

sites) and explored ways to improve the
iHustrative analysis. See RIA for details.

XK. Statutory and Executive Order
Reviews

Additional information about these
statutes and Executive Orders can be
found at htip://www2 . epa.gov/laws-
regulations/laws-and-executive-orders.

A. Executive Order 12866. Regulatory
Planning and Review and Executive
Order 13563: Improving Regulation and
Regulatory Review

This action is an economically
significant requlatory action that was
%ubmi‘md o the Office of Management
and Budget (O M ) for review. Any

’%a%ge@ made In response to OMB
wwmmmﬁat ions have been
documentead in the docket. The EPA
prepared an analysis of the potential
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Regulatory Impact Analysis of the
Final Oil and Natural Gas Sector: Emission

Standards for New, Reconstructed, and
Modified Sources
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estimate of the turnover rates or rates of modification of relevant sources, as well as the number
of wells on wellsites. While the EPA received comments on the projection methods used in the
proposal RTA, we did not receive comments with sufficient information to further incorporate
modification and turnover in the projection methodologies. The EPA has modified its
methodology for using historical inventory information to estimate new sources reflecting
comments received, resulting in lower estimates of the number of new compressor stations,
pumps, compressors, and pneumatic controllers constructed each year. Newly constructed
affected facilities are estimated based on averaging the year-to-year changes in the past 10 years
of activity data in the Greenhouse Gas Inventory for compressor stations, pneumatic pumps,
compressors, and pneumatic controllers. At proposal, this was done by averaging the increasing
years only. The approach was modified to average the number of newly constructed units in all
years. In years when the total count of equipment decreased, there were assumed to be no newly

constructed units.

3.4.3 FEmissions Reductions

Table 3-4 summarizes the national emissions reductions for the evaluated NSPS
emissions sources and points for 2020 and 2025. These reductions are estimated by multiplying
the unit-level emissions reductions associated with each applicable control and facility type by
the number of incrementally affected sources. The detailed description of emissions controls is

provided in the TSD. Please note that all results have been rounded to two significant digits.
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Table 3-4

Emissions Reductions for Final NSPS Option 2, 2020 and 2025

Emissions Reductions, 2020

Source/Emissions Methane vocC HAP Methane
Point (short tons) (short tons) (short tons) (metric tons COz Eq.)
gé‘gj&;‘;ﬁ%ﬁ;‘ms 120,000 97,000 12 2,600,000
Fugitive Emissions 170,000 46,000 1,700 3,800,000
Pneumatic Pumps 13,000 3,600 140 290,000
Compressors 4,000 110 3 92.000
Pneumatic Controllers 1,300 37 i 30,000
Total 300,000 150,000 1,960 6,900,000
Emissions Reductions, 2025
Source/Emissions Methane vocC HAP Methane
Point (short tons) (short tons) (short tons) (metric tons CO: Eq.)
gé‘gj&;ﬁﬂfgf“ 120,000 100,000 12 2,800,000
Fugitive Emissions 350,000 94,000 3,600 7.900,000
Pneumatic Pumps 26,000 7.200 270 590,000
Compressors 8,100 220 7 180,000
Pneumatic Controllers 2,700 74 2 61,000
Total 510,000 210,000 3,900 11,000,000

3.4.4 Product Recovery

The annualized cost estimates presented below include revenue from additional natural

gas recovery. Several emission controls for the NSPS capture methane and VOC emissions that

would otherwise be vented to the atmosphere. A large proportion of the averted methane

emissions can be directed into natural gas production streams and sold. For the environmental

controls that avert the emission of saleable natural gas, we base the estimated revenues from

EPA-HQ-2018-001886
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implementing the environmental technology. Adding the averted methane emissions in this
manner has the effect of moving the natural gas supply curve to the right in an increment
consistent with the technically achievable emissions transferred into the production stream as a
result of the final NSPS. We enter the increased natural gas recovery into NEMS on a per-well
basis for new wells, following an estimation procedure similar to that of entering compliance

costs into NEMS on a per-well basis for new wells (Table 6-1).

6.2.3 Energy Markets Impacts

We estimate impacts to drilling activity, price and quantity changes in the production of
crude oil and natural gas, and changes in international trade of crude oil and natural gas. In each
of these estimates, we present estimates for the baseline years of 2020 and 2025 and predicted
results for 2020 and 2025 under the final rule. We also present impacts over the 2020 to 2025
period. For context, we provide estimates of production activities in 2012. With the exception of
examining crude oil and natural gas trade, we focus the analysis on onshore oil and natural gas
production activities in the continental (lower 48) U.S. We do this because offshore production is
not affected by the NSPS and the bulk of the rule’s impacts are expected to be in the continental
US.

We first report estimates of impacts on crude oil and natural gas drilling activities and
production. Table 6-2 presents estimates of successful onshore natural gas and crude oil wells

drilled in the continental U S.

6-7
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Table 6-2 Successful Oil and Gas Wells Drilled (Onshore, Lower 48 States)

Projection, 2020 Projection, 2025 Projection, 2020-25
2012 Baseline NSPS Baseline NSPS Baseline NSPS
Successful Wells Drilled
Natural Gas 10,490 10,501 10,481 12,200 12,145 65,896 65,785
Crude O1l 28,496 27,455 27,463 29,244 29,231 168,768 168,736
Total 38,986 37,956 37,944 41,444 41,376 234,664 234,521

% Change in Successful Wells Drilled from Baseline

Natural Gas 0.19% -0.45% -0.17%
Crude Oil 0.03% -0.04% -0.02%
Total 0.03% -0.16% -0.06%

Results show that the final NSPS will have a relatively small impact on onshore well
drilling in the lower 48 states. Drilling remains essentially unchanged in 2020, with very slight
increases both oil and natural gas wells, relative to the baseline. Meanwhile, drilling of both
natural gas and crude oil wells decreases slightly in 2025, relative to the baseline. The small
increase in drilling in 2020 is somewhat counter-intuitive as production costs have been
increased under the proposed NSPS. However, given NEMS is a dynamic, multi-period model, it
is important to examine changes over multiple periods. Crude oil drilling over the 2020 to 2025
period decreases overall but by about 30 wells total, or about 0.02 percent, relative to the
baseline. Natural gas drilling, over the same period remains declines by about 110 wells total, or

about 0.17 percent, relative to the baseline.

Table 6-3 shows estimates of the changes in the domestic production of natural gas and

crude oil under the NSPS.

Table 6-3 Domestic Natural Gas and Crude Oil Production (Onshore, Lower 48 States)

Projection, 2020 Projection, 2025 Projection, 2020-25
2012 Baseline NSPS  Baseline NSPS Baseline NSPS

Domestic Production
Natural Gas (trillion cubic feet) 22.158  26.544 26.537 28.172 28.163  164.130 164.086

Crude Oil (million bbls/day) 4.597 8.031 8.031 8.027 8.028 48.084 48.086

% Change in Domestic Natural Gas and Crude Oil Production (Onshore, Lower 48 States)
Natural Gas -0.03% -0.03% -0.03%
Crude Oil 0.00% 0.01% 0.00%

6-8
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As indicated by the estimated change in the new well drilling activities, the analysis
shows that the proposed NSPS will have a relatively small impact on onshore natural gas and
crude oil production in the lower 48 states. Crude oil production remains essentially unchanged
in 2020 and 2025 (with changes around or less than 0.01 percent in both years), relative to the
baseline. While slightly increasing over the time horizon, the overall change in crude oil
production is less than 0.01 percent, relative to the baseline. Natural gas production is estimated

to decrease slightly during the 2020-25 period, by around 0.03 percent, relative to the baseline.

Note this analysis estimates very little change in domestic natural gas production, despite
some environmental controls anticipated in response to the rule capture natural gas that would
otherwise be emitted (about 16 bef in 2020 and 27 betf'in 2025). NEMS models the adjustment of
energy markets to the new slightly more costly natural gas and crude oil productive activities. At
the new post-rule equilibrium, producers implementing emissions controls are still anticipated to
capture and sell the captured natural gas, and this natural gas might offset other production, but

not so much as to make overall production increase from the baseline projections.

Table 6-4 presents estimates of national average wellhead natural gas and crude oil prices

for onshore production in the lower 48 states.

Table 6-4 Average Natural Gas and Crude Oil Wellhead Price (Onshore, Lower 48
States, 20128%)

Projection, 2020 Projection, 2025 Projection, 2020-25
2012  Baseline NSPS Baseline NSPS Baseline NSPS
Lower 48 Average Wellhead Price
Natural Gas (20128 per Mcf)  2.566 4.428 4.441 5.184 5.190 4.880 4.890
Crude Oil (20128 per barrel) 94.835  73.920 73.918 85.219 85.218 79.530 79.527

% Change in Lower 48 Average Wellhead Price from

Baseline
Natural Gas 0.29% 0.12% 0.20%
Crude Oil 0.00% 0.00% -0.01%

Wellhead crude o1l prices for onshore lower 48 production are not estimated to change
meaningfully in 2020 or 2025, or over the 2020-25 period, relative to the baseline. The
production-weighted average price for wellhead crude oil over the 2020 to 2025 period is not
estimated to change more than 0.01 percent, relative to the baseline. Meanwhile, wellhead

natural gas prices for onshore lower 48 production are estimated to increase slightly in response
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IN THE UNTED STAIES GORT F APPEALS
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRAUT

DECLARATION OF DR. DAVID R. LYON
hvid R Lyon, declare as follows:

I am a Scientist at the FEnvironnental Defense Fund ( “ EDF” )

I earned a PhD in Environnental Dynamcs fwodm the Uhiversity
Arkansas, vhere [ wote ny di Qeandfing Assessing, and
Mitigating Methane Emissions from Super-emitters in the Oil and Gas
Supply Chain. Prior to earning ny PhD I worked in the Aka
Departnment  of Environnental (uality, vwhere [ analdsted and ssions
nanaged an air pollution emssions inventory poognam vitaeM curr
is attached as Bxhibit A

I joined EDF in 201 2. A EIF, ny woaakd focuses on ider
analyzing emssions from the otl and naturalesigas 1mpdustry. I
execut e, and analyze scientific studies to nsaomse fmeihane ems
the mnatural gas supply chain. This has ihchudadl thelping to
institutional effort to neasure facility- speetilfawe and regional
emssions in the Barnett Shale along wth seterakingtudies chara

super- emtters—disproportionally large emttersnotthdtullare often

captured in emssions inventories. [  haveedaunboeedusor coaut
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peer- reviewed journal articles describing thstudiesultandof these
have served as an expert reviever of the PetMNolunal S¢a$sens and
Systens portions of EPA s U S Inventory of Giesshouse s E
and Sinks.

EPA’s Leak Detection and Repair Requirements in the 2016 Rule.

4 . The Admnistrator has signed a notice to deak fltec®i®n days
and repair requirenents ( ¢ LDAR” ) in EPA s dhurdl 1GHs: al
Sector: Fmssions Standards for Nw Reconstruct esbumask, Mdi f1ed
8 1 Fed. Reg. 35,824 (“2016 Rulel yto theFPA has
(ffice of Mnagenent and Budget to extend thevistams.of these p

5. These leak detection and repair standardsurcespirevhathected so
include new and modified well sites and conpresmartostafoons, t
leaks wusing instrunent- based technologies like wmfirated fecaneras
any leaks within 3 0 days of the mnonitoring Isurveyuires The 2
that well sites undertake these LDAR surveys hatice a year and
conpressor stations conplete such surveys quartiordy.for The deadl

affected facilities to conplete their initidl, sufvBphe7vas June

' The regulations require sources to conply bythime6d, ddys) bf7 thae w
commencenent of production, whichever is later.one vdroordiengintly sdrilled wells
that have not yet commenced production may havee ld¢adliwespliancThese sources
are discussed nore fully in later portions of this declaration.

[
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year after the final rule was signed severalnistaystorafter the A
signed EPA s 9 0 - day stay notice.
o) o o

EPA’s Stay Will Allow Thousands of Oil and Natural Gas Facilities
To Forego Inspection and Repair of Leaks.

The 2016 Rule applies to facilities * ceoshstictieded” nodifie
after Septenber 1 &, 2015 —the date of FP& s Regoposed rul
35824, 35844 ( June 3, 2016) . Asdardtsscribed abo
apply to new well sites and conprédsont sBabi8ng, 6 , sources th
have commenced construction after Septenber 1 8 dardd Oalsh. T
apply to modified well sites and conpressor stRiolensdefinedhe 2
particular circunstances that constitute a nodidhcatheme at each
facilities. For well sites, these includginghemite vl at a
fractured or re- fractured, an operation thatseisprddecgned to i
of mnatural gas. 40 @GR 60. 5365a( 1) 3dhe 2 OFbr6 conp
Rule defines mnwdifications to 1include the addséronmatofana conpres
existing station. 40 R 60. 5365 a(j)

To analyze the nunber of affected well Altes sttdpt, whultd for
have been required to perform LDAR surveys and sgsieshse their en
used Drillinginfo, a proprietary database thatiorcodpidms inforna

state oil and gas commssions concerning a wgleamthnge of drill

production- relatedinformation.
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8 . [xillinginfo includes infornation on the % ,spudr dathe” dafer owel
which drilling comenced. The database also omclmdesselinformati
“ conpletion dates, ” or the mnost recent date odmarddclofa well

flowback gas assoctated wth hydraulic fracturngg or lkengfractur

the database, [ isolated wells with a spud Hafe afZedl 1SEptenb

Gl

which would be new'  for purposes of the 2 Oretent®Rule’ s LI
Separately, I identified wells wth a spudptdaber od 8t before
2015 but a conpletion date after Septenberncl 8categdr¢ 1 5 .

of sources category includes both older, re- fiemctueblds wells an

with their 1inittal fracture delayed to after Sshiehbewmould® , 2

be “ modified” for purposes of the 2016 Rule’ s LDAR requi
9. [ further narrowed this dataset 1n sevewely wapprokenatenservati

the nunber of wells that would have had to pekfArm LDAR absen

stay. First, I renoved offshore wells amp wtldtsus witthet a pro
is either abandoned, shut in, cancelled or dplugdhds and abando

yielded a total of 18, 2 31 affected wells9 © 9, 2o6iZiednew
wells that were spudded before Septenber 1 8, Affbet Sthavut co

date to avoid any double counting

1 0. Second, I 1isolated, excluded, and sepalrlat eltshatchdradt emotzed
yet reported any oil or gas production. s, thd 1BT & 3 1
4
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wells, or about 2 0 percent, are not vyet lpsodaadng7 6B, 99
nodi fied wells) . These wells are affected N6BBilihats wuhder the
have to perform LDAR survewe By, J 2 017 or oltHimst6 0 days
product i on, whi chever 1s later. Wile lacks offtemodicapy dat
due to a lag in reporting, sone of these webhsenoed not yet

production. In that case, non- producing wellto mmyfareh have

surveys by June 3 | but would nonetheless neethako swompyete an
within 6 0 days of first production. Becaumd hitthatt hedat® 0 nay
day stay and, at  mnimum would likely falbatedthin EPA s an
extended stay, I have retained these sourcgorygs dutsepanvete ca

not attributed any emssion reductions to these wells.

I 1. Third, a nunber of states have adopted LBARr svamdards under
state authorities. EPA recognized this 1in litmactfinal Regulator

Analysis and, because of these preexisting emate- level requiren
determined that the 2 016 Rule would not hawdifcests for new

sources in (olorado, Wom ng, Uah, Awmwhg (mich these states,

(alifornia has subsequently adopted LDAR requireneyiteaniand Penns

provides an exenption from air permtting requireneeds iforthesell

i

= EPARegulatory Impact Analysis of the Final Oil and Natural Gas Sector: Emission Standards
Jor New, Reconstructed, and Modified Sources at 3 - 10 ( EPA 452/ R 16- 002, My
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operator voluntarily perforns annual LDAR Accorslohgled, 1 hav
excl uded, and separately characterized producingstaetts in Thhese
dataset 1includes 3, 6 6 7 affected wells in wwoths saates9 0 O ,

modi fied wells) . Separating these sources resubtsesinmabe conserv

of foregone emssion reductions, because FEPA s rerequirenent
nmore protective than sone state standards andelseerwould likely
increnental benefits for some of these sourtey. if 1bis for the
analysis ts also particularly conservative gybeanishat the Penns
provisions addressing [DAR at well sites are not nandatory.

1 2. After making these conservative adjustnentd, prididusngre 11,
wells 1n states without preexisting LDAR requiremgentmowhbe will
required to inspect and repair their leaks wecausessof FPA s s
discussed above, however, nany of the additiondeemells that h
excluded from this count in the full datasetikebyld nonetheless
experience emssion benefits due to FEPA s LDAR standards.

I 3. M estimate of wells that wll not have 1t6 cRm

bty swith the
LDAR requirenents because of FPA s stay is alsauseonddrvative b
does mnot include all recently- conpleted wellk be oadpketddat w
during the stay pertod. In particular, thobgh Dxhklingsnfo data

recently available, often does mnot 1include stactsendnal from the |

6
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nont hs. For 1instance, the nost recently awailabhe dastne for
with the largest nunber of newly- drilled and Awdilfied wells,
201 7. And for other states, like Pemmstyl vamliy, tothe data
[ecenber of 201 6. As of June 2, 2 0 1t 7 therd&akere Highe
916 active drilling rigs drilling new wallsvelils ttHmt Thited S
likely are not captured by the Ixillinginfo Idatdbaseaffectedow w
by the dtaSimlarly, xillingtnfo reports mnore than 16, 000
gas wells have been permtted in 2017, leve dhoeadd 0 % o
been drilled. Mre broadly, every day atiehal, isnewn place,
wells are being drilled and conpleted, conpoundli ngouthes nunber
that may not be required to perform leak detasseonofand repair
FPA" s stay. For 1instance, in the Regulatorythénpdct 1Apalysis
Rul e, EPA estinmated that 2 2, 3 55 additional7 #iev o1l wells
additional mnatural gas wells would be drilledtasn itrhe 2 lover7 4 8
al one?

1 4. Finally, I assuned that few sources wouldthchobdR to conply
standards in advance of the conpliance deadlijne tadmt asnya resul

such pre- conpliance would not neaningfully affeestimmtesm ssions

3 Baker Hughes, Rigcount Overview & Summary Count ( June 2 , 2017,
http: / / phx. corporate- ir. net/ phoenix. zhtnd7c=TnBs6v8r Vi dap=irol- rigcou
* RIA at 2-28.
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This 1s a reasonable assunption because opera¢drsa hbwkl 1deartifi

year phase- in as necessary, in their view . toltendble conplia

likewise reasonable because FPA provided assuranc® ilettar April

from the Admmnistrator that the agency would \Rsuspending the
requirenents.

15. Table 1 summarizes ny analysis of wells awffofctade b2 (FBRAG s
Rule [DAR requirenents. Table 2 contains pradudiaron i1nformati
affected wells. Figures 1 and 2 include bhepk of affected
nationally and in states wthout state regulamtiforsm refjuiring so
LDAR

Table 1: Summary of Affected Well Sites
New Wells Modified Wells All Wells Producing Wells

Wationwide 9., 2672 8, 969 18, 231 I

States with

no LDAR 6, 495 8, 069 14, 564 !

Requirements

 See, e.g., EPA, Responses to Pubdie @&brmehe EPA s Ol 1 anths NaBeetor: Frission Standards for

New, Reconstructed, and Mdified Sources, 4 avddlabld ar ( My 201 6 ),

https: / / ww regulations. gov/ document 7D=FPA- HO OAR- 220 ( CQomnBnt Oof -Afepidan Petroleum

Institute requesting one- year plus 6 0 day ephémes 10l too aphovhasp rmonitoring devices, conduc

training, and establish protocols. 7 ) .

8
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Oil [bbl

Table 2: Summary of Oil and Gas Production®
! e Low-
New Well Modified Well All Wells .
. . . Producing
Production Production Production
Wells
304,204, 004 389, 426, 822 693, 630

Gas[Mef] 1, 755, 731, 292 2,559,954, 063 4., 315

Estimated oil
Septenber 1 § ,

and gas production data only ineludee nomthlsetsemc or
2015

Figure 1: Map of Total Affected Well Sources

racomilatti occurred after

EPA-HQ-2018-001886
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Figure 2: Map of Affected Well Sources in States Without LDAR
Requirements
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[xillinginfo does not conpile infornationiems. conprBssor stat
estimate the 1inpacts of the stay on these sopregectiodns used FEP
in the Technical Support Docunent for the fipal whuth, Table O
estimate 4 8 0 additional affected conpressor Asstatitiggns by 2 0 2
this estimate reflects a constant rate of tewatdedveldbptend, 6 I
new gathering and boosting conpressor stations wiuldEB& subject
now suspended IDAR requirenents. [ wundertook a sitmlar approach

analyzing likely new transmssion and storage msgnpressor statio
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estimating that 4 transmssion and 5 storagerutied isiese were
Septenber 18 ,¢ 201 5.
EPA’s Stay of the Leak Detection and Repair Standards Will Result in
Additional Emissions of Harmful Methane, Volatile Organic
Compounds, and Hazardous Air Pollutants from Well Sites.
1 7. A stay of the 2016 Rule’ s LDAR provisewams wll result
emssions of nethane, volatile organic conpoundshazardodds” ) ,
air pollutant emssions that would otherwise Mbeserenediated by t
requirenents. Mthane 1s a powerful short- terin olVemat8 Oforcer
tines the global warmng potential of carbon bdisesi doveen a nass
the first 2 0 - years after it 1s emtted. n Wiklesredot fertth ni
ground- level ozone, or snog, which can cause amdpiratory dise
prenature death. (ther hazardous air pollutanhnd eastted by otl
sources include benzene, a known hunan carcinogen.
1 8. To estimate emssions that wll now contienuef uddtAted becaus
stay, I have used information in EPA s Technimtal ofSupport Ibcu
average nethane and MU leak Enifssimnsoil and natural gas well

sites; the reductions FPA estimates from perfdf¥Ragatsem annual

® EPA Background Technical Support Ibcument for ohee FiBexlf orldawceS
Standards 4 0 (FR Part 6 0, subpart 0000,  TabliddbRer 1 ( My 201 6)
https: / / ww regulations. sov/ docunment?DFPA HD OAR- 2101 0 - 0505~ 7673
"Id at Tables 4 -3, 4-5. EPA s well site olddedad plpads ddsluneseld two w
emssions are based on EPA s estimates for swelflo- soitles ratitdh af gaess than 3 0

standard cubic feet of gas per stock barrel of oil
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2 0.

well sites; and the nunber of affected welbissitofs theom ny an
[xillinginfo database, anal yzed above. Em shammsdows t iamt es  of
pollutants ( “ HAPs” ) from producing wells areA estiHAPed using
to- nethane ratio for equipment leaks from osl® and gas well si
M analysis assunes, consistent wth FEPAS,s thabnical analysi
semannual monitoring wll reduce annual emssiomarbgriy 0 % and

° eVhiska ont hasgluct i on.

monitoring wll result in an 8 0 % annual
inspections would not all occur wthin the 1ipetied, PPA. - day
has indicated that i1t wll extend the staysobeybede 9 0  days,
estimates provide a reasonable approxinmation ofipathe ofar- term i
FPA" s stays.

To provide a conservative, lover- bound eetsnatepaocfs thE em:
the 9 0 - day stay, I have assuned a constamt theteyeaf reducti
and reduced the annual emssion reduction benefitshhisccordingly.
assunption understates, perhaps significantly, e bhaefitse oforegon
the initial survey, vwhich was required to tdkd Ipllace by Thisnei

because field surveys have often found that eguoprendreleak ems

hi ghest shortly after the conpletion of a awpbefacithitnd- For
81d at Table 14 - 1

?See id at Tables 4 - 10, 4 - 11
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party data from Jonah FEnergy shows reductions ofthacardnti®l 0 %
survey >—substantially greater than the estimated 9 0 - day reducti
Table 3 . For this reason, ny conservative hskahption provid
lover bound estimate of the foregone emssion rélactPofis- dawing

stay period, and in practice, the 1initiablpsuteeysevonkd likely
mich of the 6 0 % annual reduction that FEPAesprajhextts for well
conply with the LDAR requirenents.

2 1. As described above, 18, 231 wlls thad twuladbnplttherw se
with LDAR requirenents do not have to conply wmtltsthose requir
during the stay. I[f none of these wells tvonduedt LDAR I e
additional emssions of 2 laf 3fethanceonss5 , 8 @9 2o0#s5 of V
tons of hazardous air pollutants wll occur onAsanl amxplai rbasis
above, this 1is a reasonable proxy for excedd amssditonsdrdrhat w
a stay of the tinitial survey, as well aducfoonsannbal emssion
would be lost 1f the 9 0 - day stay 1is exopndethe I[f we 1ns
conservative assunption that well sites leak, ata alowenstbotundrate

estinate of excess emssions just during the 9s0 5dap &thy tpas

of nethane, 1, 475 tons of MXI and 5 6lutawnns. of MAsmzardo

PO Compent of  Uean  Alr Tagko! Farce BPA s Proposed MSPS for the U1 and MibdddbitGs  Sector,

TAL - TA EPA Ihe. PAGHDO.OAREZ 01 0 - 025.0 5 -REl Bv6nbnsp of thaotagmese are attached to
this declaration as Ixhibit B
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noted in paragraph 2 0, this lower bound estomtedusfngexcess
the 9 0 - day stay period likely understates mtdsiomctual foregone
reduct1on. Table 3  below summarizes the taethl simeshber of aff
affected producing sites in states wthout sepapatrenwsitate LDAR
affected producing sites in ozone nonattainnenttecrdasy and affe
producing sites along wth additional emssionseachtrobuttdee to
categories.
Table 3: Summary of Affected Well Sources and Associated Emissions.
# of o of Annual Emissions 90-day Emissions*
Affected Affected [tons] [tons]
Wells Wells  Nethane VOC HAPs Methane VOC HAPs
Total Sources 18, 231 I 00 % 21, 395 5, B99 225 5
Producing
Wells in States Ny :
s 1, 883 65 % 17,204 4,742 181 4
with No LDAR
Requirements
Producing
Wells in Ozone =, ¢ 5 10 % 3,013 832 32 753
Non-attainment
Area Counties
Low-Producing
‘ell 5 ces ‘ ,
Well Sources = "1 5 9 12 % 3,300 910 35 g 2
[based on NSPS
definition]
Assumes a constant rate of reduction over thestyeas, vwhpehhapmder
significantly, the true foregone benefits ,of whehimedules survey
emssions substantially at the tinme of its conpletion.
2 2. (X the total wells that are subject tawvetheo NSHPplwnd do ne
with the LDAR requirements during the stay, meadly 6 5 %, or
I 4
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producing wells, are located 1n states than daatmt have their

regulations requiring 'IDARese incremental sources wll renain

unregulated during the stay of the NSPS LDAR gwtawistions, and
that these sources wll add 17, 204 tons, ?f4 Zwethaors ecof ssi
MOC em ssions, and 1 8 1 tons of hazardous a&irima ldtlent ems
air on an annual basis. A lower- bound estiomse thit exeéds em
occur just during the 9 0 - day stay period nes 41,,310815 tonss
of MX and 4 5 tons of hazardous air pollatantsmvwever,As note
the LDAR requirenents in the NSPS would also iokesly yield addi
emssion reductions even from affected wells uthatct ate already s

state- level LDAR requirenents.

Additional Ozone Forming Emissions Will Occur in Areas with
Unhealthy Ozone Air Quality.

2 3. In ozone non- attainnent areas, the 1incriempnttdic cstizgions dur

from sources that would be covered by the NSPS dl y requirenen
have a particularly deleterious effect on lonal laundlsregional oz
There are 2, 2 17 wells subject to the NoSBbrennlycomaties tha

in attainnment wth the 2 0 08 national anbrdst farr ogoabity st

These sources will add an estimated 8 3 2 towsphefe M3 to th

PiSeesupra 11
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during the stay of the LDAR requirenents, whitoh then contribute
formmtion of additional ozone and exacerbating l¢hogissebated hea
The timng of the stay results in these additmemdl MIXS being
during peak ozone season summer mnonths of June,t Hwkyng and Au
which MO5 and nitrogen oxides react wth stramg. sunlight and
Low Producing Wells Account for a Small Fraction of the Affected
Facilities That Would Have Had to Comply with LDAR Requirements
on June 3, 2017,

2 4. Al though FEPA has granted reconsideration speacfusabhy obn the
low production wells in the final NSPS EPAayw gabs nifstrati ve
beyond these low production wells to suspend fugphiveriemssions
for all sources, including sources for whichconkedeagapcy 1s no
the standards. Low production wells—which FEPAopefeded in the

NSPS as wells that produce less than 1 5  harrpks diy-eil equ

account for just 12 % of total wells in dhebyabovwe dataset c

NSPS. The stay, however, sweeps broadly andndinbl gles both
producing wells. The latter category, whEBK s$s gnatt sabject

reconsideration, accounts for the wvast majorisgionS. wellle and e
16, 052 non- low production wells covered bw the NSPS wll

estinated 1 8 , 095 tons of nethane, 4, 9 %3 dafons of MIE
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hazardous air pollutants during the course ofpriebent9ry - day sta

roughly 8 5 % of the foregone nethane reductians from all sour
EPA Has Also Stayed LDAR Requirements for Compressor Stations,
Which Are a Significant Source of Emissions but Not Subject to Any
Grant of Reconsideration.

2 5. FPA has also stayed LDAR requirenents for sconpabshonghstation
it 1s not reconsidering the requirenents apptceable to those so
(Conpressors are an tinportant additional source igh d&m dawvens, wh

estinated based on the nunber of affected sourcesdugshdonsm ssions

"

included in FPA s Technical Support Docunent. etsTadlathd | bel
the results of this analysis.
Table 4: Summary of Compressor Station Emissions

# of Affected Annual Emissions* 90-day Emissions**
Compressor [tons] [tons]

Stations  njethane VOC HAPs Methane VOC HAPs

Gathering and
Boosting
Compressor
Stations
Transmission
Compressor 4 I 60 4 2 4 0 i
Stations
Storage
Compressor 5 710 20 7 178 5
Stations

Fmssions estimates are based on EPA Mdel Plahablestidmtes 1in

7 and 4 - 8 of the final TSD

Assunes a constant rate of reduction over téestyeas, which und

perhaps significantly, the true foregone bbknefutweypf twhechinitia

reduces emssions substantially at the time of 1its conpletion.

96 3,360 938 35 840

[
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Conclusion
26 . EPA s stay wll allow nunerous sources ton fomégorepaak detec
requirenents, allowing significant emssions tee pspersts from th
during both the 9 0 - day stay period and beyend. The above

conservatively estimates the inpacts of thisrustaynpacthough the

o

v

could be mnuch greater and wll swiftly growowmakr weihe as addi
are drilled and conpleted without the need to deked¢t sdnddards t

renediate their leaking emssions.

I declare that the foregoing ts true and correct.

Daid R

avid R Lyon

ated June 4, 2017
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David Richard tyon "
301 if;mwgmm %ﬂmm, Suite %ﬁﬂ, st f, xygroLt
1582 '691 34145 b Hivbn@edf.orgt
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University of Eé%»rwmm, %ym teville, AR - bbb btL
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e[is ert«ﬁt ion: Quanti ifying, Assessi ing, and Mitigating Methane Emissions from Sw@r 'emitters in the ©il -
L L L dndBassuppiyerain b

sHonors: 4.8 6PA; Doctoral ;@mdemy %QEEOW&WQL -
L bbb bbb bbb LELLBLLELLELLE

lmkmwmwhﬂ(@mmm%%x ington, K\’— bbbtk L L Lo
oM.S. in Forestry IMay 2004) -
e Thesis: Persistent effects bf astern redcedar on talcareous g glade koils and blant bommunity -
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%mwdvmkmﬁmgm, E(ﬁi(:mway,ﬂmi Lottt btbbtbtt
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L
Environmental Defense Fu ricl, %m‘izzm, Xt
Research Analyst Hune 2012 = March 2014) -
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s Apply organizational, communication, cm(”ig Tanning skills § m*g reparing mwmpowd@me and regmzw -
responding to mquaﬁw for information, and helping coordinate etivities amcmg staff -
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University of Bricnsas &t Little Rm%ﬁ, Little Rock, AR Lt
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eTaught indergraduate 'environmental science course “Fundamentals of &ir Pollution”t -
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inventory and moni m: air guality tmpdcm bf natural gas d@m%@pmmw in the Fayetteville 8 me -
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sTaught undergraduate Students tree identificationt -
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Attachment

Declaration of Dr. Elena Craft, Environnental Defense Fund

Attachments 61

EPA-HQ-2018-001886 3/2/2018 ED_001544_00000004-00066



IN THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

DECLARATION OF DR. ELENA CRAFT
I, Dr. Elena Craft, declare:

1. [ am a Senior Scientist at Environmental Defense Fund (“EDF”), a
non-profit organization focused on protecting human health and the environment
from airborne contaminants by using sound science. I received a Ph.D. in
toxicology from Duke University’s Nicholas School of the Environment and Earth
and Ocean Sciences. [ also have a Master of Science degree in Toxicology from
N.C. State University.

2. As a Senior Scientist in Texas, I work to assess health impacts
associated with living in close proximity to oil and gas development, and I also
help to formulate and implement science-based strategies to reduce air pollution
from oil and gas drilling activities. I have provided expert testimony at two House
Congressional hearings related to issues of air quality, and ozone specifically.
Currently, I am serving on various advisory committees to EPA, including the
Mobile Source Technical Review Subcommittee (MSTRS) under the Clean Air
Act Advisory Committee (CAAAC), as well as the Air, Climate, and Energy

Subcommittee of the Board of Scientific Counselors. In addition, I have served
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previously on committees including an Environmental Justice Technical Review

Subcommittee and a ports work group.

The 2016 Rule

3. The oil and natural gas sector is the nation’s largest industrial source
of methane. Based on EPA’s most recent data, ' these sources account for almost
10 million metric tons of methane, or approximately 33 percent of the nation’s
total annual methane emissions. These sources also account for substantial
emissions of smog-forming volatile organic compounds (“VOCs”) and toxic air
pollutants like benzene.

4. I am aware that the 2016 rule, “Oil and Natural Gas Sector: Emission
Standards for New, Reconstructed, and Modified Sources,” 81 Fed. Reg. 35,824
(June 3, 2016) (“2016 Rule”), is projected to reduce methane emissions by 300,000
tons in 2020, and reduce ozone-forming emissions of “VOCs” by 150,000 tons by
2020. The standards will also reduce toxic contaminants like benzene, a known
human carcinogen, cutting 1,900 tons of hazardous air pollutants in 2020.

5. In particular, the leak detection and repair (“LDAR”) provisions of the

2016 Rule, which EPA has now stayed, will secure substantial reductions. EPA’s

YEPA, Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990-2014 (2016) (“2014 GHGI™), at ES-13, Figure
ES-8, available at hitps://www3 . epa.gov/climatechange/Downloads/gheemissions/US-GHG-Tnventory-2016-Main-
Text pdf (“Natural gas systems were the largest anthropogenicsource category of CH, emissions in the United
States in 2014 with 176.1 MMT CO, Eq. of CH,”).
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Regulatory Impact Analysis projects that these provisions alone will result in over
50 percent of the methane reductions, nearly 90 percent of hazardous air pollution
reduction, and substantial VOC reductions in 2020.

6. Moreover, an analysis completed by Dr. David Lyon and submitted in
a separate declaration identifies over 11,000 producing wells in states without
state-level leak detection and repair requirements. These sources would have been
required to perform LDAR surveys by June 3, 2017 and to repair any leaks within
30 days after that absent EPA’s stay of those provisions. Dr. Lyon’s analysis
estimates that as a result of EPA’s actions to stay the NSPS, these wells will emit
approximately an additional 4,000-17,000 tons of methane, 1,100-4,700 tons of
VOCs, and 45-180 tons of HAPs.

VOCs Are Harmful Air Pollutants That Form Ground-Level Ozone or
Smog

7. Ozone forms when VOCs and oxides of nitrogen (NOX) react in the
presence of heat and sunlight. This process becomes more pronounced in the
summertime.

8. A longstanding body of scientific research, including numerous EPA
assessments, demonstrates that exposure to ozone harms human health. For
example, EPA’s most recent Integrated Science Assessment for Ozone concluded a
causal relationship or likely causal relationship between short- and long-term

ozone exposure and a broad range of harmful respiratory and cardiovascular effects

3
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in humans.? In addition, there is likely to be a causal relationship between short-
term ozone exposure and non-accidental and cardiopulmonary-related mortality.

9. Ozone is particularly harmful to people with respiratory diseases or
asthma, children, older adults, and people who are active outdoors, especially
outdoor workers. Ozone exposure is associated with respiratory morbidity such as
asthma attacks, increases in hospital and emergency department visits, and loss of
school days, as well as with premature mortality. Even short-term exposure to
ozone can have critical health implications. There is strong evidence of an
association between out-of-hospital cardiac arrests and short-term exposure to
ozone, as reported in Raun et al., 2013.° Time scales of exposure up to three hours
in duration and also at the daily level on the day of the event were significant. This
evidence augments the growing body of literature demonstrating the short-term
impacts of ozone pollution. The 2016 Rule recognizes these adverse impacts,
noting that “[r]esearchers have associated ozone exposure with adverse health
effects in numerous toxicological, clinical and epidemiological studies.”

10. In 2015, EPA strengthened the national health-based standard for

ozone, lowering the standard from 75 parts per billion (“ppb”) to 70 ppb.” The

* See U.S. EPA. 2013 Final Report: Integrated Science Assessment of Ozone and Related Photochemical Oxidants
at 1-5-1-8, Table 1-1 (EPA/600/R-10/076F).

* Katherine B. Ensor ef al, A Case-Crossover Analysis of Out-of-Hospital Cardiac Arrest and Air Pollution,
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih. gov/pubmed/23406673.

* Regulatory Impact Analysis of the Final Oil and Natural Gas Sector: Emission Standards for New, Reconstructed,
and Modified Sources at 4-25 (EPA-452/R-16-002, May 2016) (“RIA™).

> EPA, National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Ozone, 80 Fed. Reg. 65292 (Oct. 26, 2015).

4

Attachments 65

EPA-HQ-2018-001886 3/2/2018 ED_001544_00000004-00070



record for that rulemaking, however, along with subsequent scientific studies,
demonstrates that health effects can occur at much lower levels, especially in
sensitive populations. For that reason, EPA’s independent scientific advisors
recommended that the agency establish the standard in the range of 60-70 ppb.
Many health and medical associations suggested that lower standards may be
appropriate.’ EPA is in the process of considering which areas of the country meet
or exceed this revised, strengthened standard.

11. In addition to these formal designations, which are based on the 3-
year average of the fourth-highest daily ozone air quality monitoring readings,
particular areas of the country experience unhealthy levels of air quality on a daily
basis. These unhealthy levels of ozone air quality can result in acute respiratory
illness and other damaging health outcomes. To help alert the public about these
unhealthy conditions, EPA maintains the Air Now database, a searchable, publicly-
accessible database that characterizes daily air quality in particular areas of the
country based on the threats posed by air pollution. For ozone, the agency has
identified the following threat levels: green (good), yellow (moderate), orange
(unhealthy for sensitive groups), red (unhealthy), purple (very unhealthy), and

maroon (hazardous).

® Id. at 65321-23;65355.
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The Oil and Natural Gas Sector Is a Substantial Source of Smog-
Forming Emissions

12. The oil and natural gas sector is a substantial source of smog-forming
emissions. According to EPA’s most recent National Emissions Inventory (NEI),
“Petroleum & Related Industries” is the second largest source of VOCs nationally.’
Regional analyses likewise underscore the significant ozone-forming emissions
from these sources, including work in the Uinta Basin in Utah.® the Barnett Shale
in Texas,” and in Colorado."

13. Studies and analyses have linked ozone formation to emissions from
oil and gas development. For example, a recent study by NOAA Scientists at the
Cooperative Institute for Research in Environmental Sciences (“CIRES”) found
that, on Colorado’s Northern Front Range, oil and gas operations contribute

roughly 50% to regional VOC reactivity and that these activities are responsible

7 EPA, National Emissions Inventory (NEI) Air Pollutant Emissions Trends Data, hitps://www.epa.gov/air-
emissions-inventories/air-pollutant-emissions-trends-data.

® Warneke, C. et al., “Volatile organic compound emissions from the oil and natural gas industry in the Uintah
Basin, Utah: oil and gas well pad emissions compared to ambient air composition,” 14 Atmos. Chem. Phys., 10977—
10988 (2014), available at www atmos-chem-phys.net/14/10977/2014/ ENVIRON, “Fmal Report: 2013 Uinta
Basin Winter Ozone Study,” (March 2014), available at
https://deq.utah.gov/locations/U/uintahbasin/ozone/docs/2014/06Jun/UBOS2013FinalReport/Title_Contents UBOS
_2013.pdf.

® David T. Allen, “Atmospheric Emissions and Air Quality Impacts from Natural Gas Productionand Use,” Annu.
Rev. Chem. Biomol. Eng. 5:55-75 (2014), available at http://www annualreviews.org/doi/abs/10.1146/annurev-
chembioeng-060713-035938.

1 Brantley, et al., “Assessment of volatile organic compound and hazardous air pollutant emissions from oil and
natural gas well pads using mobile remote and onsite direct measurements,” Journal of the Air & Waste
Management Association 1096-2247 (Print) 2162-2906 (Online) (2015); Pétron, G., et al., “A new look at methane
and non-methane hydrocarbon emissions from oil and natural gas operations in the Colorado Denver-Julesburg
Basin,” 119 J. Geophys. Res. Atmos., 6836—6852 (2014), available at

http://onlinelibrary. wiley.com/doi/10.1002/2013JD021272/full.
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for approximately 20% of all regional ozone production.'' Another study
analyzing ozone impacts associated with unconventional natural gas development
in Pennsylvania concluded that “natural gas emissions may affect compliance with
federal ozone standards,”'? and an analysis in the Haynesville Shale in Texas found
that emissions from the oil and gas sector could be responsible for as muchasa 5
ppb increase in 8-hour ozone design levels for projected future productions.”
There are also well-documented connections between oil and gas development and
ozone formation in Wyoming’s Upper Green River Basin and Utah’s Uinta Basin,
among others.

EPA’s Stay of the 2016 Rule’s LDAR Provisions Will Allow
Additional, Harmful Ozone-Forming Emissions

14. Analysis completed by Dr. David Lyon and attached in a separate
declaration found that 1,831 newly-drilled or -modified producing wells, which

would have been required to perform leak detection and repair but for EPA’s stay,

' McDuffie, E. E., et al. (2016), Influence of oil and gas emissions on summertime ozone in the Colorado Northern
Front Range, J. Geophys. Res. Atmos., 121, 8712-8729, doi1:10.1002/2016JD025265.

http://onlinelibrary. wilev.com/doi/10.1002/2016JD025265/abstract.See afso Gilman, J. B., B. M. Lerner, W. C.
Kuster, and J. A. de Gouw (2013), Source signature of volatile organic compounds from oil and natural gas
operations in northeastern Colorado, Environ. Sci. Technol., 47(3), 1297-1305,
do1:10.1021/es304119ahttn://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/es304119a (finding 55% of VOC reactivity in the metro-
Denver area is due to nearby O&NG operations and calling these emissions a “significant source of ozone

2 Swarthout, R. F., R. S. Russo, Y. Zhou, B. M. Miller, B. Mitchell, E. Horsman, E. Lipsky, D. C. McCabe, E.
Baum, and B. C. Sive (2015), Impact of Marcellus Shale natural gas development in southwest Pennsylvaniaon
volatile organic compound emissions and regional air quality, Environ. Sci. Technol., 49(5), 3175-3184,
doi:10.1021/es504315f

https://www.nebinlm.nib gov/pubmed/2559423 1

B Kemball-Cook, S., A. Bar-Ilan, J. Grant, L. Parker, J. Jung, W. Santamaria, J. Mathews, and G. Yarwood (2010),
Ozone impacts of natural gas development in the Haynesville Shale, Environ. Sci. Technol., 44(24), 9357-9363,
doi:10.1021/es1021137.

https://'www.nebinlm.nih.eov/pubmed/2 1086985
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are located in areas that are not in attainment with the 2008 ozone standard. The
analysis finds that up to an additional 832 tons of VOCs are likely to be emitted
from these sources. While EPA has not yet finalized designations for the new,
more protective 2015 standard, that standard will require reductions in pollutants
from a broader set of counties, likely including additional counties with oil and gas
wells that would be subject to the NSPS.

15. In addition to these formal nonattainment designations, counties with
NSPS affected wells have experienced numerous, unhealthy ozone air quality days,
according to data obtained from the Air Now database. Thus far, though the 2017
ozone season has just begun, counties with wells that would be subject to the NSPS
have experienced 1,256 moderate days (yellow flag warning), 49 days unhealthy
for sensitive groups (orange flag warning), 2 unhealthy days (red flag warning),
and 1 very unhealthy or hazardous day (purple flag warning). During the 2016
ozone season, counties with wells that would be subject to the NSPS experienced
7,832 moderate days (yellow flag warning), 549 days deemed unhealthy for
sensitive groups (orange flag warning), 94 unhealthy days (red flag warning), and
6 very unhealthy and hazardous days (purple flag warning).

16. Many Americans live in these counties with both unhealthy levels
of ozone pollution and new or modified wells for which EPA has now stayed

requirements that would reduce this pollution. For example, analysis included in
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an Environmental Defense Fund membership declaration submitted by John Stith
finds that EDF has over 30,000 members who live in counties that have affected
NSPS wells and are designated nonattainment for the 2008 national ambient air
quality standards for ozone.

17. EPA’s stay of the LDAR requirements will allow additional emissions
of smog-forming pollutants in these areas already burdened with unhealthy levels
of ozone pollution. EPA’s stay will cover at least the months of June, July, and
August, adding pollutants during the summertime, when ozone formation is more
pronounced and when people are more likely to be engaged in outdoor activities.
This added pollution enhances the risk of near-term harm to children, older adults,
those suffering from respiratory diseases such as asthma, low income populations,
outdoor workers, and others recreating outdoors.

Oil and Natural Gas Operations Emit Hazardous Air Pollutants like
Benzene, a Known Human Carcinogen

18. Oil and natural gas operations also emit hazardous air pollutants
(“HAPs”), such as benzene. In the RIA, EPA found that several different HAPs
are emitted from oil and gas operations, “either from equipment leaks, processing,
compressing, transmission and distribution, or storage tanks.”'* EPA also found
that emissions of eight HAPs make up the largest percentage of the total HAP

emissions from the oil and gas sector, including “toluene, hexane, benzene, xylenes

Y RIA at 4-33.
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(mixed), ethylene glycol, methanol, ethyl benzene, and 2,2,4-trimethylpentane.”15
EPA estimates that the 2016 rule would reduce 3,400 tons of HAPs in 2025.'

19. There is no safe level of human exposure to many of these toxic
pollutants. Exposure to HAPs can cause cancer and seriously impair the human
neurological system. Benzene, for example, found naturally in oil and gas, is a
“known human carcinogen (causing leukemia) by all routes of exposure, and . . .
that exposure 1is associated with additional health effects, including genetic changes
in both humans and animals.””’

20. Further, a “number of adverse noncancer health effects including
blood disorders, such as preleukemia and aplastic anemia, have also been
associated with long-term exposure to benzene.”'® Along with benzene, EPA also
catalogued the harmful effects of other specific air toxics emitted from oil and gas,
including toluene, carbonyl sulfide, ethylbenzene, mixed xylenes, n-hexane, and
other air toxics."” Each of these hazardous pollutants is harmful to human health.

For example, the serious health effects associated with exposure to toluene range

from the dysfunction of the central nervous system to narcosis, with effects

B4

%714

Via

18 1d. at 3-34.

Y See id 4-33-4-37.
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“frequently observed in humans acutely exposed to low or moderate levels of
toluene by inhalation.”

21. Dr. Lyon’s analysis suggests that between 45 and approximately 180
tons of these damaging pollutants will now be emitted by sources subject to the
stay. Many Americans live in very close proximity to these wells, including
members of organizations challenging EPA’s stay. For example, an analysis
included in an Environmental Defense Fund membership declaration submitted by
John Stith finds that EDF has 14 members who live within a quarter mile of wells
subject to the stay. The analysis identifies over 200 members who live within a
mile of these sources and over 9,000 members who live within 10 miles of these
sources, all in states that lack any state-level leak detection and repair
requirements. These members and many other Americans will be exposed to
additional hazardous air pollutants, increasing their risk of experiencing adverse
health outcomes.

Recent Studies Suggest Proximity to Oil and Gas Development is Associated
with Adverse Health Outcomes.

22. In addition to the threats to public health posed by exposure to HAPs

and ozone, new studies document associations between proximity to

nonconventional oil and gas development and human health effects. While these

21
11
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studies do not evaluate concentrations of specific air pollutants, they do document
health effects that are consistent with exposure to smog and hazardous air
pollutants.

23. Air pollutants associated with oil and gas operations are known to
cause serious health impacts in sensitive populations such as pregnant women,
babies, and children. Studies have documented that living near natural gas wells is
associated with lower birth weight babies*' and preterm birth.”> Another study
found an association between oil and gas proximity and congenital heart defects in
infants>® Babies whose mothers had large numbers of natural gas wells within a
10-mile radius of their home had an increased risk of birth defects of the heart,
compared to babies whose mothers had no wells within 10 miles of their home.**

24. Other studies also document correlations between proximity to oil
and gas drilling and human health effects in otherwise healthy populations. This
emerging body of scientific literature includes several new studies documenting
negative human health impacts based on proximity to oil and gas wells. For
example, a study from 2016 demonstrated that oil and gas well proximity was

correlated with an increase in the likelihood of asthma exacerbations, including

! See Stacy, et al., Perinatal Qutcomes and Unconventional Natural Gas Operations in Southwest Pennsylvania,
PLoS ONE (June 3, 2015) available at https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0126425.

* Casey et al., Unconventional Natural Gas Development and Birth OQutcomes in Pennsylvania, USA, Epidemiology
(March, 2016) available at hittps://www . nchinlm.nih gov/pme/articles/PMC4738074/

# McKenzie et. al., Birth Qutcomes and Maternal Residential Proximity to Natural Gas Development in Rural
C}olomdo, Env. Health Perspectives (Jan. 28, 2014) available ar https://ehp.niehs.nith.gov/1306722/.

*d.
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mild, moderate, and severe asthma attacks.” A 2015 study documented increased
hospitalization rates in counties with a high density of oil and gas wells.*®
Similarly, other studies, including a 2017 study, have demonstrated an increase in
the reporting of nasal, sinus, and migraine headaches, and fatigue symptoms in
areas with high volumes of oil and gas drilling.?’

25. While this literature is developing, it helps to substantiate that people
living in close proximity to oil and gas development are exposed to air pollution
from these sources and experience acute, adverse, and often near-term health
impacts.

Conclusion

26. EPA’s decision to stay leak detection and repair requirements in the
2016 Rule will result in additional VOC and HAP emissions. Individuals exposed
to these emissions face a higher risk of adverse health effects, including acute and
immediate respiratory ailments like asthma and enhanced risk of longer term,

deleterious health effects associated with toxic pollution exposures.

I declare that the foregoing is true and correct.

» Rasmussen et al, Association between Unconventional Natural Gas Development in the Marcellus Shale and
Asthma Exacerbations, 176 J. Am. Med. Assn. Internal Med. 1334-43. (Sept., 2016) available at
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih. gov/pubmed/27428612.

*8 Jemielita et al., Unconventional Gas and Qil Drilling Is Associated with Increased Hospital Utilization Rates,
PLoS ONE (July 15, 2015) available af https://www .ncbinlm.nih.gov/pme/articles/PMC4503720/.

7 See Tustin et al., Associations between Unconventional Natural Gas Development and Nasal and Sinus, Migraine
Headache, and Fatigue Symptoms in Pennsylvania, 125 ENV. HEALTH PERSPECTIVES 189 (Feb., 2017)
available at https://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/EHP281/.
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Elena Craft, PhD

Fonde

Dated June 3, 2017
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Declaration of Ilissa B. Ocko, Environnent al Defense Fund
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Il

IN THE UNTED STAIES GORT F APPEALS
FOR THE DISTRICT OF GOUUMBIA CIRAUT

DECLARATION OF ILISSA B. OCKO
Submitted In Support of Environmental Defense Fund

Ilissa B ko, declare as follows:

I am a dimate Scientist at the FEnvironnelPRT ) Defenke Fund (
earned a Ph. D in Anospheric and Cceanic Science from Prince
Lhiversity, where [ studied the inpact of humme qasttsed greenh
( tncluding nethane) and aerosols on Farth® sndrathetive balance
clinmate wusing observational and global clinate tapded- deFived da
have witten several peer- reviewed papers on rthelinvephcts of sh
climate pollutants on radiative forcing, aid ogiemer at ure, hydro
patterns, and atnospheric and oceanic circulamonitaeMiscurriculu
attached as Exhibit A

I joined EIDF in 201 3. A ELF, ny woek focuses on anal
tenperature inpacts of wvarious clinmate change gnesigatlionusstralk
fornms of analytical tools to evaluate clinapde efiféctics tfhrom si
reduced- conplexity mnwodels to sophisticated globad. clhnadlesonodel

lead an effort to inprove sinple netrics ( i.otentialljobalin Wrmn
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=

[

clinmate policy applications by naking tenporal arentdedffs transp
vork with scientists, governnent agencies, indistsiesp and non

advance this effort. I specifically aim tostemkhmge qgfublic unde

climate 1inpacts over all tinescales, both near- and long- tern
3. Mthane 1s a considerable driver of near- teecspoobibite change,

for a quarter of the warnming we are expériemarngr todayglobal
hunan- emitted nethane cones from the oil and gas thector, whi ¢
largest industrial source of mnethane emssionstesn Mhe Uhited St
research includes determning how to slow thermage voh global w
net hane emssions reductions. X all mnethane sources from hunan
activities, reducing leaks from oil and gas aopemaguens peasents
term opportunity considering its cost effectiwaghess, t echnol ogi
availabtility, and i1mediate inpacts on clinate.
4 . For the sane nassaml @ Ohane emssions, nethane can trap |

tines mnore energy than k&dh directly from nethane as a greenho
gas and indirectly from the creation of fursher greenhouse gase

tropospheric ozone, stratospheric water ;. vapéver andtvddty year

' (eko, I. B, Farbur g, T S Jacob, DNTO, . KépephetBerW . M Keohdlewr Myhew J. D
Schrag, DoP and  Paddhmask t&mpWal frade-offs in climate policy debates, 356 (CoME3 Y9 28 493
(20107 .

2 (alculation from Shiddell 2ed 049 of fractivhveofradbanl vepofarci met Madne emissions  are
responsible for; Shindell, T, Faluvegt, 1dtG , G Koch, Ubgelwl | NSclHmpdovdduer, S K
attribution of climate forcing to emissions, 326 (QFNES A7 68 718 (2009 .

UOBP/AGIOBAL ANTHROPOGENIC NN - QORGRENOSE GAS BMSSIos 01 990 - 2030, https: / /7 wawe epa. gov/
mtigation- non- col - greenbesseg! ghal - anthropogeni o rowresmhouse- gas- cmssions.
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period, this nunber drops to 8 4 as nethaneatmssphemoved from
more quickly than O

Furt her, through the creation of troposphesntribzioese, tonethane
ground- level ozone which ts harnful to hunansprt amdd linked to
long- term negative health effects including shortaessasefl breath
lung function, and chronic obstructive pulnmonary dikease ( OOPD
also aggravates existing cardiovascular and respirateuyh cemditi
asthna, enphysena, and bronchitis, with long edermg edposure in
risk of death from these conditions.

Mthane only lasts for approxinmately a decade 1bhechhse aftwsphe
is oxidized on average after 1 2. 4 years, idgeaktihgg down and
chemical spectesMthane reductions, therefore, can rapidly slow
of warmng.

[t is crucial to limt both the rate ofvamarngng and long- t
order to reduce warmng inpacts during our |iketatnems and for g

cone. Both near- term and long- term warmng aspecafsociated wit

4 WE‘ r
SOUENCE

e, Gunnar  Atthrepogenic and Natural Radiative Forcing, Cumat Coave 2 0 1TRE:PrsioAL

Repcrr oF  THE

Bagis, CONRIBUICN F WORING GROP T 1O THFIFTH ASSESSVENT

INFERGOVERNVENF AL Pavt ov Cusge Cpave ( 201 3 ), http: / /7 www ipce. ch/ pdf/ assessment-

report/ ard /[ owgl / VOl ARS  ChapterO 8 FINAL pdf.

Shoemaker, J. K | Schrag, DopPo, Mblina, | WMadrole fandhoRatiwaaidiimgre pollutants in
gation policy?, 3 4 2 ( @G 43 2% - 13 24 e12.0 113 ) ; KShemdtiecrna, J, Covan Mignati, E

YETET, R, Arann, M, K1 mone Z. . Menbedgns sehs-CMenhdiller G N Raes, I, and 8¢

3. Simulianeously mitigating near-term climate change and improving human health and food security, 3356065

SCUENCE

183 - 189 (2012) .
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sets of danages, and all must be reduced. Naats term warmng
infrastructure, plant and animal speciés extwenwaleventes, and
sea level 7rilsmng- term warming inpacts glacial nelt, pernafrost
tipping points, shifts 1in biones, and moréie rGAnbondridiexi de i
of long- term warming because of its long athodpeniec, 1ifetine.
reduction of carbon dioxide wll not inpact warmumg rates durin
lifetine. Oh the other hand, taking immediate steps ofo reduce e
nmethane are essential for limiting neat? tGrmersalning.
allowing near- term nethane enissions to persistvamidhglaccelerate
8 . Wrmng to date has already negatively inpatttedindververycontine
ocean!? and resulted in tropical island villdgel ctdicsappemesng,

1

sinking,* coral reefs dissolving! andosqying, seasons growng

b Bettele, Wervegtriahdmd Inlond Water Svstems, CLivaar CHavg 2 0 1Tde:l SOENE Basis.
CONIRIBUITON ¢F - WORKING GROP 11 170 THETFTH ASSESSMENT  REPCRT  (F  THEINTERCUVERNVENTAL PANEL N
Cowre Crave (2 0 htdp /7 wew ipee. ol pdis asgmrddenmrd /7 owgZ /[ VWETARF] MAChapdf .

Hi, A, X1, Y. WishiTiebohdi, WCOM, and RamdbaMiigation of short-lived climate pollutants
slows sea-level rise, AropEN CLMmae CHANGE T30 (2013 .
£ Mhre et suplanote 4 .

Shoemmker etsumla note 5 Shi ndeblprat natle |5 .

{

{

: TPCC pingie Cosce 200 TWaCTs L ADAPTATTON , ADVUINRABL LI TY |, SIMARY  FOrR - POoy MATERS
http: / /7 www ipece. ch/ pdft/ asspestemrs / owe2 / oar® nvgblifspme
P Al bere, S Leon, m J. AX R, Gribbach, JooR, and bBndr off elnterdltids berween sea-
level vise and wave exposure on reef island dvnamics in the Solomon Islands, IoIn@snyenrall  RESEARCH

Lermees 05401011 (2016 .

P4 mska CLIMTE CHANE  IWACT  MITIGATION PROGRAM

https: / / wew commerce. alaska. gov/ web/ dera/ planni nglaodimps gesgpnt

D3 Maehl lehner  efymdmics of carbonate chemistry, produuction, and calcification of the Florida Reef Tract

2009-2010); Evidence for seasonal dissolution, 3 0 ( &opa. Biroooosmaa,  Cxues 6 6 1, 661 -688 (2016

Ony 7 % F THHREAT BARRER REFF HAS AVOIED CORAL BIEACHING | http: / /abeoe. corg. auw/ media-
releases/ only- 7 - of- the- great- barvier- reef-abhsngavoided- coral- ble
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weeks longét®, and worsened extreme heat events vyielding high deat
tol187 Continuing nethane emissions wll likely resuldedin nore
inpacts in the future. Further warmng alsohaenhthees the risk
climate surpasses irreversible tipping points {bag- ¢euhd render
climite stabilization difficult bf inpossible.

9. Reducing emssions of nethane wll also hdlpritge. 11Mitnetsea |«
percent of heat that 1is trapped in the atnosbherthegetseanbsorbe
( TPCC 2013 ) . Witle nethane only lasts for about a decade
at nosphere, a substantial fraction of the adiatpsphetrhane heating t
causes during this period 1is absorbed by thearoceans, where th
signal lasts far longer than in the atnosphere.terviccordingly,
methane emissions can cause sea level rise fdéf Idecades to cone
avare that the 201 6 rule, “Adl and MNaturdtandsydsSector:

for New Reconstruct ed, and Mdified Sources, 2 48 [ Jumed. Re

DS Miehl Tehner  eDyvmdmicy of carbonate chemistry, production, and calcification of the Flovida Reef Tract

2009-2010); Evidence for seasonal dissolution, 3 0 ( S0pAL BHOEOCHEM CAL Cyirs 6 6 1, 661 -688 (2016
ONyY 7 % F THSREAT BARER REEF HAS AVODED CORAL BLEACHING | http: / /aweee. corg. aw/ nedia-

releases/ only- 7 - of- the- great- barrier- reef-abhsngavoided- coral- ble

VT RaNNG Exmene EveNrs Frov A CLIMSTE PERSPECTT VE )

https: / / wow anetsoc. orgk aokrd tpdblications/ buldhdd mnedfican- neteorological- soctety-

bars/ explaining- extreme- Lvemt sa- climate- perspectiim/ WEATH ATTRIBUITON |

https: / /7 wa. climtecentral. org/ analyses/ .
'Y Tenton, T M, Held, H o, Kr 1 er, Fahpstothll, 5 J. 8d, Schebholilippive, H R, |
elements in the Earth's climate system, IO fofrrains B THE NATTONL  ACAEWY OF SO ENES 1786 - 1793
(20608 .

Y My et supka note 7 .
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reduce nethene emsRi6n? Oby 3

separate yaeclhast1on, Ir. Day

of theailealprodateatson and

2 04 edomwsverof theet hane

vells 1nestldes dtatte ot herw

equivalent tatethenpact) - year

vehicles driving . for lonkligear

will le stwon igreater 1f

indicat@teis 1ts intent

renoved fromndhew bk nosphere

longer- term cldnage idpargss, inc

varmngd osbarslevel rise,
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3, 2016) ., is projected to
and 510, 000 in 2025 .

1 0. I am also aware that, in a
calculated that EPA 9 0 - day stay
of the 2016 rule would allow 1 7,
course of the stay from producing
level LDAR requirenents. This 1s
of over 300, 000 passenger
pounds of coal burned. These 1npacts
extended beyond 9 0  days, as FPA has
rel eased, these emssions cannot be
contribute to both near- and
associated wth an increased rate of

I declare that the foregoing ts true and correct.

[lissa B ko
Iated June 2, 2017
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EPA Stays Oil and Gas Standards

172017

Contact Information:

(e

WASHINGTON — The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is

following through on its commitment to stay portions of the 2016 New Source

Performance Standards for the oil and natural gas industry while the agency
rorks through the reconsideration process.

Using its Clean Air Act authority, the agency is issuing a 90-day stay of the
fugitive emissions, pneumatic pumps, and professional engineer certification
requirements from the 2016 rule. %c;}mw*s do not need to comply with these
requirements while the 90- chw stay 1s in effect. EPA’s action is in line with
President Trump’s -, which directed the
agency to review the oil and g

In June 2016, EPA issued updated standards for new, reconstructed and modified
oil and gas sources. Since issuing the final rules last year, EPA has received
several petitions to reconsider aspects of the New Source Performance Standards.
In an April 18, 2017 to petitioners, the agency announced its intent to
reconsider certain ampmm of the rule, including the fugitive emissions
requirements. This action also grants reconsideration and s@;myﬁ; ﬁ)r 90 days the
pneumatic pump ami professional engineer certification requirements in the rule.

As part of the reconsideration process, EPA ¢ expects to prepare a propose d rule,
which will allow for public comment. Mixi ional i {mnmuu n on Lm-* stay ai Mi
reconsideration: ' 1-01 j

LAST UPDATED ON MAY 31,2017
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Howard J. Feldman

Senior Direcfor, Regulatory
and Scientific Affairs

1220 L Street, NW
Washington, DC 20005-4070
USA

202-B82-8340
Feldman@api.on
WWW aplorg

August 2, 2016

The Honorable Gina McCarthy, Administrator
U.S. Environmental Protection Ag@my
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W,
Washington, D.C. 20460

Re: Reguest for Administrative Reconsideration EPA’s Final Rule “Oil and Natural Gas Sector:
Emission Standards for New, Reconstructed, and Modified Sources”

Dear Administrator McCarthy:

The American Petroleum Institute [“API") hereby submits thi tion for administrative reconsideration
of the final rule wm tled “Oil and Natural Gas Sector: Emission Standards for New, Reconstructed, and
Modified Sources,” published at 81 Fed, Reg, 35824 (June 3, ?O‘ ) (“Subpart O00O0a").

7

Pursuant to section 307(d){7HB) of the Clean Air Act (“CAAY), 42 U.S.C. § 7607{d)7)B), where iL is
impracticable to raise an objection during the period of public comment or if the grounds for such an
abjection arise after the public comment period (but within the time speci fed for judicial review), and if
such objections are of central relevance to the outcome of the rule, the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (“EPA” or “Agency”) s reguired to reconsider a rule,

APl represents over 650 oil and natural gas companies, leaders of a technology-driven industry that
supplies most of America’s energy, duppwu more tmﬂ 9.8 million ;uﬁm and 8 percent of the U.S.
sconomy, and, since 2000, has invested nearly 32 trillion in U.S. capital projects to advance all forms of
energy, Emiudﬂg alternatives. Most of our s m@mb@m conduct o L and gas development and production
operations and, thus, will be directly impacted by this final rule,

This d@wmm‘{ is divided into two parts. In the first part, we present the issues for which we believe

that administrative reconsideration is warranted. In the second part, we present a number of add ional
issues wh@m we believe changes to the rule are needed, but where we are not asking for administrative
reconsideration. These additional issues are included because we belleve it would be Mf eﬁm“ fm EPA

to make these changes in the rulemaking that the Agency undertakes to accomplish administrativ
reconsideration of the first set of issues

We look forward to continuing to work with the Agency on improving the rule and are submitting this
request for reconsideration to address a number of key issues identified in the finalized rule,
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August 2, 2016 Page 7

Thank you for vour consideration of this request for administrative reconsideration. Please do not
hesitate to contact me (202.682.8340) if you have questions or need more information,

Sincerely,
Howard J. Feldman

e Janet McCabe, EPA
Steve Page, EPA
Peter Tsirigotis, EPA
David Cozzie, EPA
Bruce Moore, EPA
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Sector:
nstructed, anc

August 2, 2016
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1. The requirements for Certification by Professional Engineer finalized in §60.5411a(d) for closed
v&n‘& ;SVJW“W» md 660.5393a for pneumatic pump technical infeasibility determination at brownfield
s should be removed and stayed pending reconsideration. 1

2. Coincident with PE certification requirements for pneumatic pump technical infeasibility
determinations, EPA introduced but inadequately defined “greenfield” site as there is no clarity with
respect to determining when a greenfield site transitions to a brownfield As well, it
e to categorically prohibit m of technical infeasibility for greenfield sites. ..o,
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i
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3. Clarification is required regarding location of separator finalized in §60.5375a for well compl
operations. ......

The requirements in the final rule to docu W-*m and report claims of technical infeasibility related
to camw ng of emissions during a well completion were not proposed and should be removed fro
the final rule, 4

5. Flares for control of Subpart QOO0 affected facilities Should Not be Subject to 40 CFR § 60.18
retroactively. /

1. Clarification is required for boilers and process heaters used to reduce emissions, particularly as
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2. The compliance assurance requirements for a closed vent system (( VS) routing emissions from a
preeumatic pump to a control device should be aligned to the requirements for storage vessels and
not centrifugal and reciprocating compressors as currently ﬂmﬂm& SOOI 1§

There should be a pathway to reduce LDAR survey frequency to annual for well sites and semi-
ANNUALTOr COMPIESSOr STETIONS. 1ottt ittt s i v s ercor e enrtaaasaneens e euseaubsasnesnsens anseanssnesemmasnasenseens b b

4. There should be an exemption from LDAR requirements for new low production wells and a
pathway to discontinue LDAR at new wells that become low productionwells.ooe i, 12

5, Oil wells should be exempt from the LDAR requIreéments. oo rrrirrrcrnineinsnneeans o ensvensnenh 3
6. The timing of LDAR Surveys should be updated to allow for integration into existing LDAR
LT T L T OSSO UPPTTOON 1.

The LDAR requirements must include adequate provisions to account for extreme weather in cold
¥ 14

stermining State Equivalency for the LDAR requirements at
level; r"tm“;m Ufw OCESS c;u&f Wd in 560.53984 for Alternative Means of Emissions
R TR 8 Lo T S TP SO RTORTN §:

The definition of modification for LDAR should only include wells that are hydraulically refractured
in wmb ination with the installation of new production equipment on site. ...oiiiviivveineciinennn 16

10. The digital photo/video reguirements associated with LDAR provision in §60.5420a should be

rermoved. ... A6
11. Monitoring plan observation path and sitemap reguirements under §60.5397a(d) are excessive
and ShOUld e FEMOVET. 1 ettt ettt ettt e 17
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12. Delay of Repair Provisions require additional clarity. .o vccrcrrcvi e s vevveenceer v v L 7

13. Issues with Compliance Demonstration Requirements for Combustion Devices and Flares Not

Addressed. .......

14. Requiring use of the Compliance and Emissions Data Reporting Interface (CEDRI) If EPA releases
the electronic reporting form 90 days prior to the report due date is insufficient for compliance .......21
15, The definition of Capital Expenditure should be removed in §60.5430 of Subpart Q000 as it could

be interpreted to imply retroactivity and the 0000z procedure for calculating capital expenditure
should be revised. ...

16. EPA should clarify that coll tubing cleanouts and screenouts are not subject to the provisions in
LR L O 23

17, Additional Technical CorreliOns oo v e iv et e iv et e sttt e stesasr e stssasre e tnssanrs e snssanre s summareesnsses 24
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1. ISSUES FOR WHICH WE REQUEST ADMINISTRATIVE RECONSIDERATION

1. The requirements for Certification by Professional Engineer finalized in §60.5411a{d} for closed
wvent systems and §60.5393a for pneumatic pump technical infeasibility determination at brownfield
sites should be removed and stayed pending reconsideration.

The final rule includes requirements for a professional engineer (PE) to certify closed vent system
designs for storage vessels and centri fﬁugaﬁ compressors as well as certify when it is not possible to
control an affected pneumatic pump at & brownfield site. The provisions requiring F”E certification were
not included in the proposed rule and should be reconsi demd given Mw inability to raise an objection
during the public comment period, and stayed pending reconsideration to allow a full notice and
comment process. Comments presented here would have been provided to EPA during the proposal
comment period, if we were provided proper notice and comment ability. Qur objection is of {;em ral
relevance to the outcome of the rule because it provides substantial support for the need to e the
rule to eliminate the PE certification requirement.

Companies will be burdened with the additional costs and project delays for a third party PE to design
and certify closed vent systems as few companies have an adeguate staff of in-house PEs. While API
appreciates EPA’s recognition of some of the challenges of having such PE reviews completed, including
extending the compliance date for affected pneumatic pumps from 60 days to 180 days following
publication, there are still fundamental problems with EPA’s approach and no extension was provided
and centrifugal compressors. Other issues associated with the requirement to have
include the following:

fors wmgw Ves
PE certification

o The PE certification process does not add any significant value and EPA has not justified the
extra expense and burden of PE certifications Whm there are provisions in place for compliance
report submittals approved by a certifying official,

@ There is a Emady a ‘general duty obligati n & 60.11(d) fw‘ owners and operators to ensure
proper uw tion, and maintenance m equipment. PE certification does not relieve
companies of this duty.

@ The cert W ing official is already required to sign off on & company’s compliance with all

applicable provisions,

&) is no guantifiable benefit to the environment from this additional review, while there
ignificant expense involved,
@

There are direct costs associated with the PE certification process, whether companies
support in house licensure of engineers or leverage third parties. However, no costs
associated with obtaining PE approval were considered or provided for review during the

proposal process,

o Development of in-house PE capacity will take several years. Development of a sufficient
number of in-house licensed PEs to cover all states where a company operates will tal
considerable time. Meanwhile, though EPA has determined third-party PE certification is
unnecessary, many operators will have to depend heavily on outside consultant PEs in the
fore le future, This will add additional cost and delays to projects that EPA has not

bi
accounted for.
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& It takes at least four ymm of expw ence plus additional time tisfactorily pass required
testing to obtain a PE licen

& At Wesmw most company engineers are not PEs, and PE licensure is not a condition of

mployment or career development, While E rained and qualified and with yvears of

experience in the design of production facilities, these engineers are not called upon to
formally certify equipment designs,

@ EPA’s allowance of PEs not licensed in the state where certification is needed conflicts with

state and PE licensure requirements that a PE must be licensed in the state where they

practice. Consequently, a PE cannot ethi aaw certify closed vent system design or technical

infeasibility based on EPA’s standard, which Is inconsistent and contr acj ctor y to PE licensure

rules of practice. This limitation invalidates the Subpart O000s definition of Quaolified

Professional Engineer.

Therefore, EPA should reconsider the PE certification requirement and remove it entirely from the rule
to relieve the redundancy it creates relative m each company’s existing general duty m; igations and the
certifying official’s acknowledgment, Atam um, EPA should broaden the f“@qu”wmwm and allow

alternatives to PE Certification such as to require atL designs to undergo engineering review and
approval, A general duty to properly design CVS or determine technical infeasibility should be adeguate
for enforcement.

fication requirement pending the outcome of the reconsideration
proceeding is needed and justified because, even though the effective date of the requirement for
affected pneumatic pumm has been extended to 180 days a publication of the rule, it is highly
unlikely that EPA will complete reconsideration prior to that date. As a result, absent a stay, companies
will confront the mah, uncertainties and compliance barriers described above — all of which can and
should be avoided through amendment of the rule.

An administrative stay of the PE certl

2. Coincident with PE certification reguirements for pneumatic pump technical infeasibility
determinations, EPA introduced but inadegquately defined “greenfield” site as there is no clarity with
respect to determining when a greenfield site transitions to a brownfield site. As well, itis
inappropriate to categorically prohibit a claim of technical infeasibility for greenfield sites.

The terms “greenfield” and “brownfield” sites and the use of these terms in determining compliance
Qbﬂga‘t:ﬁwm were not proposed. Therefore, industry had no opportunity to comment. In addition, this
issue is of central relevance to the outcome of the rule because, for the reasons described below,
c:hzmg@s; to the final rule are needed. Consequently, administrative reconsideration of this issue is
justified.

Without a clear definition with respect to the boundary of when greenfield ends and brownfield begins,
operators will be put in an untenable situation if “greentield” is considered Qynony mous with “new” for
NBFU thereby removing future technical infeasibility determinations for the entire life of a well site,

ial design for construction u’f a greenfield site may not require installation wf a preumatic pump or a
cwmtm% device for the early operational period of a well site, M some point later in the life of a well
{which could be years), site desigr wqu rements ”nwy chmg@ where a new control and/or pump is
installed and a technical infeasibility determination is justified but not available if the site is considered
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greenfield throughout the life of the site. Even for a new site, process or control device design
requirements may not be compatible with controlling prneumatic pump emissions.

For example, a new site design only requires installation of a high pressure flare to handle W‘mwgwmy
and maintenance blowdowns. It may not be feasible for a low pressure pneumatic pump discharge 1
be routed to a high pressure flare,

Another and likely more common example would be if a new greenfield site design calls for installation
of a pnmma{ ¢ diaphragm pump but no control device is present. Rather, only a process heater or
boiler is present. The design and o tion of a given pneumatic pump and co-located process heater or
thm may not be compatible. The heater and boiler will be designed based on the process it needs to
support without regard to the additional capacity or operational need to control a pneumatic pump.
More specifically, due to the small size (generally 125,000 Btu per hour to 2.5 mmBtu per hour) of many
heaters/boilers used at well sites, burner capacity may be insufficient to compensate for emission
mmbmtmn of additional large pneumatic diaphragm pump discharge and may result in frequent safety
trips and burner flame instability (i.e. high temperature limit shutdowns, loss of flame signal, etc.).
Additionally, industry guidelines (e, NFPA 86) would prohi B:) the use of boilers/heaters as control
devices where the following criteria are not met: the operating temperature being 2 minimum of
1400°F, presence of emission source safety interlocks, etc,

In summary, a process heater or boiler may only operate a few weeks or months per year or the fuel use

rating of the heater may be | mu” ient to handle the additional capacity of a pump discharge or both,.
While this issue could be dealt with at “brownfie Ld” sites as technically infeasible, there is no such
allowance for this capacity issue at “greenfield” s

Without a technical infeasibility option, having to design and build a process heater or boiler around the
capacity needs to adequately and safely control a pneumatic pump when it otherwise wouldn't be
designed with this feasibility in mind is equivalent to requiring installation of a new control device, and
additional cost will unnecessarily be incurred. This concept is contradictory to the rule not requiring
i fion of a control device or process equipment for the sole purpose of controlling & prneumatic

EPA should allow for technical infeasibility determinations at all well sites and not attempt to segregate

sites by greenfield or brownfield. Use of greenfield and brownfield needs to be deleted from the rule, If
the two terms remain, AP recommends that EPA add a timeline which defines when “greenfield site”
ends and brownfield begins. APl believes brownfield begins after startup of production at new well
sites,

3. Clarification is requived regarding location of separator finalized in §60.5375a for well completion
operations.

In NSPS 00004, a requirement was added in §60.5375a(a)(1)(iii) “You must have o separator onsite
during the entirety of the flowback period, except as provided in wmmgramw (c (DA ) through (C] of

this section” that was not included in the proposed regulation. Comments presented here would have
been provided to EPA during the proposal comment period, if we were provided proper notice and
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comment ability. Our wbj@c“w: is of central relevance to the outcome of the rule because it provides
support for the need to revise the rule to accurately reflect EPA’s intent

The rule does not provide a definition of “on-site”. For wells that flow to centralized facilities or well
pads, there will not be gas gathering or flowlines that go to the well head, only the centralized facility or
well pad. Also, there would not be equipment located with the well to use the gas as fuel; therefore
thﬁm would be no where to send the recovered gas except to a flare,

In VLE.1 of the Preamble to Subpart Q000a, EPA discusses the issue of the requirement to have a
e for subcategory 1 wells. An excerpt is provided here (emphasis added):

separator onsit

“... we do not have sufficient data to consistently and accurately identify the subcategory or
types of wells for which these circumstances occur regularly or what criterio would be used os
the basis for an exemption to the REC requirement such thot a separator would not be required
to be onsite for these specific well completions. In order to accommaodate these concerns rofsed
by commenters, the final rule requires o separator to be onsite during the entire flowback period
for subcategory 1 wells (Le., non-exploratory or non-delineation wells, also known as
development wells), but does not require performaonce of REC where o separotor connot
function. We anticipate o subcategory 1 well to be producing or near other producing wells. We
therefore anticipate REC equipment (including separators) to be onsite or nearby, or thot any
separator brought onsite or nearby can be put to vse. For the reoson stated obove, we do not
believe that requiring o separator onsite would incur cost with no environmental benefit.”

In the above discussion, it is clear that EPA recognizes the intent to allow use of a nearby separator as
part of an inline or mdu{;m emission mmpk Jon. However, the #wqu irement in §60. %/H«s(@ Wiy only
references “separator onsite”, which is inconsistent with EPA’s intent that the separator does not
rily have to be Ecxcamd on the specific wellsite in order to satisfy requirements uf the rule,

necessa

EPA should amend the text in §60.5375ala){ 1)) to also include r ators both on
nearby clarifying that operators may opt to use production mpamm s at a nearby production site, and
mpam{m does not need to be located at the specific well site being hydraulically fractured, EPA
should update §60.5375a{2)(1)(1l) as noted below,

§60.5375ala) (1))
You must have o separator onsite or otherwise gvailable for use nearby during the entirety of the
flowback period.

4. The requirements in the final rule to document and report claims of technical infeasibility related
to capturing of emissions during a well completion were not proposed and should be removed from
the final rule.

Dating from the proposed edits to Subpart 0000 of July 17, 2014, EPA provided an additional thre
options for the disposition of flowback gas beyond routing to a gas flow line or collection system,.

" 79 FR 41756
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Specifically, Subpart 0000 has allowed for gas to also be “re-injected into the well or another well, used
us an onsite fuel source, or used for another useful purpose that o purchased fuel or row material would
serve”,

These three alternate oplions are very rarely utilized, if ever. APl members are not aware of any
scenarios where gas has been re-injected into the well undergoing hydraulically fracturing or injected
into another well, Beyond that, these alternatives are not utilized because the gas is not of sufficient

guality to rely on as onsite fuel source or raw material for another useful purpose.

APLdid not previously raise concerns with these alternatives when they were introduced in 2014 as they
were only potential alternatives. However, under the recordkeeping requirement in §60.5420a
(eI A), EPA finalized add

itional requirements,
§60.5375a in the Proposed Subpart Q0008 read:

(2} All suloble quality recovered gas must be routed to the gas flow line as soon as procticable. In
cases where salable quality gas cannot be directed to the flow line due to technical infeasibility,
vou must follow the requirements in paragraph (a}(3) of this section.

(3) You must capture and direct recovered gas to o completion combustion device, except in
conditions that may result in o fire hozard or explosion, or where high heat emissions from o
completion combustion device may negotively impact tundra, permafrost or woterways.

Completion combustion devices must be equipped with o relioble continuous ignition source.

When EPA finalized Subpart O000s, these two paragraphs of §60.5375a were revised to read:
(2) [Reserved]

(3} If it is technically infeasible to route the recovered gos as required in § 60.5375a{a){1){ii}, then
you must capture and direct recovered gas to a completion combustion device, except in
conditions that may result in o fire hozord or explosion, or where high heat emissions from o
completion combustion device may negatively impact tundro, permafrost or waterwoys.
Completion combustion devices must be equipped with o relioble continuous pilot flome.

Under the proposed language {and the language which preceded it in the rule), operators were
authorized to route gas to a completion combustion device if salable quality gas could not be directed to
the flow line due to technical infeasibility. Optionally, operators could also

re-inject gas into the well or
another well, use the gas as an onsite fuel source, or use it for another useful purpose that a purchased
fuel or raw material would serve,

Under the finalized language, operators must try all four options provided by EPA prior to routing gas to
a completion combustion device and also document the infeasibility of each of the four options as
described below,

The text in red in the excerpt below was not in the proposed rule, but was added to the final version of
the rule,

v
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§60.5420a (1) (A
For evch well affected facility reguired to comply with the requirements of §60.5375a(a), vou
must record: The location of the well; the United States Well Number; the date and time of the
onset of flowback following hydraulic fracturing or refracturing, the date and time of eoch
attempt to direct flowback to o separator as required in §60.5375a(a)(1)(ii); the date and time of
each occurrence of returning to the initiol flowback stage under §60.5375a(a)( )i}, and the date
and time that the well was shut in ond the flowback equipment was permanently disconnected,
or the startup of production; the duration of flowback; duration of recovery and disposition of
recovery (Le., routed to the gas flow line or collection system, re-injected into the well or another
well, used as an onsite fuel source, or used for another useful purpose that o purchosed fuel or
row materiol would servel; duration of combustion; duration of venting; and specific reasons for
venting in lieu of capture or combustion. The duration must be specified in hours. In addition, for
wells where it is technically infeasible to route the recovered gas to any of the four options
specified in §60.5375a{a){1){ii), vou must record the reasons for the claim of technical
infeasibility with respect to all four options provided in that subparagraph, including but not
limited to; name and location of the nearest gathering line and technical considerations
preventing routing to this line; capture, reinjection, and reuse technologies considered and
aspects of gas or equipment preventing use of recovered gas as a fuel onsite; and technical
considerations preventing use of recovered gas for other useful purpose that that o purchased
fuel or raw material would serve.

The comments presented here would have been provided to EPA during the proposal comment period,
if we were provided proper notice and comment ability. Our objection is of central relevance to the

f
outcome of the rule because it provides substantial support for the need to revise the rule,

APl believes there is 2 burden from the final rule language that was not considered during the proposal,
More importantly, the requirement for operators to record technical infeasibility with respect to each of
the four alternatives provided in the rule provides no benefit since these are not true, viable
alternatives, The only scenario that should reguire documentation of infeasibility is the routing of

recovered gas to a flow line.

Therefore, APl requests EPA to modify the final rule language as follows:

H60.5375a to read:
(2) [Reserved]
(3) If it is technically infeasible to route salable quality gas to o flow line or collection system,
then you must capture and direct recovered gas to a completion combustion device, except in
conditions that may result in a fire hazard or explosion, or where high heat emissions from a
completion combustion device may negatively impact tundra, permafrost or waterways.
Completion combustion devices must be equipped with a reliable continuous pilot flame.

60,5420 (c){THHTHA) to read:

(A} For each well affected focility required to comply with the requirements of §60.5375a(a), vou
must record: The location of the well; the United States Well Number; the date and time of the

6
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onset of flowback following hydraulic frocturing or refracturing, the dote and time of each
attempt to direct flowbock to o separator as required in §60.5375a(a)(1){ii); the date and time of
each occurrence of returning to the initiol flowback stage under §60.5375a{a)(1)(i]; and the date
and time that the well was shut in and the flowback eqguipment was permanently disconnected,
or the startup of production; the duration of flowback; duration of recovery and disposition of
recovery (Le., routed to the gas flow line or collection system, re-injected into the well or another
well, used as an onsite fuel source, or used for another useful purpose that o purchased fuel or
row maoterial would servel; duration of combustion, duration of venting; and specific reasons for
venting in lieu of capture or combustion. The duration must be specified in hours. In addition, for
wells where it is technically infeasible to route the recovered gm to-frorm the separator into a gas

flow line or collection system, pocifiod-in-§60-53- 15 a{al - you must record the reasons for
the claim of technical infeasibility. wi pect f i O i L-stbparagreaphs
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5. Flares for control of Subpart 0000 affected facilities Should Not be Subject to 40 CFR § 60.18
retroactively.

In its Final Rulemaking of both NSPS Subparts OO00 and O00O0a, EPA removed the exemption from
compliance with 40 CFR § 60.18 for flares in Table 3 General Provisions. By this action, it could be
interpreted that EPA has perhaps inadvertently and certainly improperly imposed a retroactive
application of the standards for the design and operation of flares under 40 CFR § 60.18 used to control
Subpart 0000 affected facilities, including those associated with maximum velocity restrictions. As
indicated by the preambles to both the proposed and final rulemakings, EPA did not consider the
potential retroactive effect of this change as it pertains to flares used to control all Subpart 0000
affected facilities, specifically including, but not limited to, flares used to control vapors from process
unit affected facilities at onshore natural gas processing plants subject to NSPS Subpart O00O. In
addition, EPA confounds the issue further by its suggestion that the removal of the prior exemption
under Subpart O0O0O stands only as a clarification of its intent in response to petitions for
reconsideration received under that rule.” Regardless of EPA’s claimed basis for the removal of the
exemption and if the changes are interpreted to apply retroactively, EPAs final rulemaking fails to
adeguately consider the impact the change has on operators who Euw designed and installed high
velocity flares {e.g. sonic) based on the prior exemption in Table 3 at onshore natural gas processing
plants to control Subpart Q000 process unit affected facilities between August 24, 2011 and September
18, 2015,

EPA sugg that changes to Subpart 0000 do not constitute a retroactive change of standards and
references section VI.H of the preamble for more information regarding this issue.” In the proposed
rulemaking, EPA acknowledged it was aware of flares used to control Subpart 0000 affected facilities

’See Chapter 14 of EPA’s Response to Comments - Amendments to Subpart 0000 at page 14-3,
AP
I
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that are not able to meet the maximum velocity requirements under 40 CFR 60.18 during periods of
startup, &hu‘tdwwn emergency aﬁd/’w maintenance activities.” However, in section VI.H.5 of the
preamble to the final rule, EPA dismisses the effect of the rule on flares at gas processing plants which
cannot meel the subject veloci ty requirements during startup, shutdown, emergency or maintenance,
and focuses only on flares used to control storage vessels, pneurmatic pump, centrifugal or reci wwmt ng
compressors, which EPA suggests are able to be routed by closed vent system to low pressure flares.”
EPA’s dismissal on this point doesn’t address the use of existing flares subject to NSPS Subpart 0000 by
irtue of the flares’ usage at gas processing plants to control both maintenance/upset amissions from
r W*f valves and fugitive emissions from these same relief valves that are subject to leak detection and
repair (LDAR) regulations under Subpart O000. These relief valves cannol be routed to a low pressure
flare as these valves aperate with either low/no flow {fugitive emissions control) or extremely high flow
{maintenance/upset emissions control). During the high flow events, data suggests the flares used to
control Subpart 0000 process units at onshore m{umﬁ gas processing plants can potentially exceed the
maximum velocity restrictions of 40 CFR § 60.18 {b) and {c].

Aninterpretation of retroactive application of 40 CFR § 60.18 in Subpart Q00O for high velocity flares
constructed between August 24, 2011 and September 18, 2015 to control process unit equipment leaks
and pressure relief events while exempt from §60.18 as specifically listed in Table 3, would create an
immediate compliance burden that will result in significant costs to replace these flares, There is no
other compliance alternative available. For this reason, APl respectfully requests the EPA reconsider the
retroactive application of 40 CFR § 60.18 for flares in Table 3 and retain the exemption in Subpart

% 8O FR 56593, b6l .
° 81 FR 35824, 35866-35867.
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il. ADDITIONAL ISSUES

1. Clarification is reguired for boliers and process heaters used to reduce emissions, particularly as
used for pneumatic pumps.

A. There must be a clear definition of control device and recognition that boilers and process
heaters are not contred devices that are subject to control design requirements in

Subpart O000a,
Under Jubmﬁ“ Q000a, the provisions related to “control device” and “routed to a process” or “route to
a process” are inconsistent, mMm ing, and in some instances CQME ting. This is particularly the case
with regard to boilers and process heaters in the context of controlling prneumatic pumps. Sections 13

and 24 of our December 4, 2015 comments discussed these mum in detail.

In Chapter 5 of its Fw sponse to Comments, EPA’s explanation for not making APU's requested changes

relies primarily on its requirement that control of pumps does not need to meet the 95% control

effici @my (§60."F 393&(%:)}{ 1 and that allowances have been made for technical infeasibility. However, at

greenfield sites, EPA disallows technical infeasibility in the final rule and mamﬁamﬁ; 95% control
efficlency (§60.5393a(b){1 }) making the agency’s rationale wmyg, artially correct in its discussion of

control effidency and technical infeasibility allowances (see is E em 2 of this letter for

greenfield/brownfield M&@»}“ At brownfield sites, EPA requires reporting of design control efficiency if

less than 95% (§60.5420a(b)(8)(IC)).

Inferring from the final rule, EPA appears to distinguish the issue of whether a boiler/heater is a control
ar process device by where the vent stream to be wmbmtm placed. §60.5413a(a)(3) Wéwmp‘t*‘“ a
oiler/heater from testing requirements if the vent stream wti into the primary fuel or is the primay y

mm for the heater firebox. This exemption indicates that EPA treats boilers/heaters as a process devic
Conversely, if the vent stream is directed at the flame zone, then the boiler/heater appears to be
considered a control device under the rule per §60.5412a(a){1){iv].

mis

Boilers and process heaters are not designed as control devices regardless of where the vent stres

placed and are not purchased and put into service based on any inherent control efficiency design.
("‘ummuwtty, boilers and process ﬁwamm, at least with respect to g)rwumam pumps, should only be
considered as process devices, which is inherent of theilr operational use, f EPA intends to have these
devices considered for reducing emissions from diaphragm pnmmat ¢ pumps, there should be no
associated control efficiency listed in §60. %393&(&3} and there should be no efficiency desig
reguirement in §60.5420a(b}(8).

B, The control efficiency determination for bollers and heaters is not practically feasible and the
requirement should be removed.

Control efficiency for pneumatic pumps is a rather meaningless number because of the variable
operating conditions associated with pumps and boilers/heaters
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Pur ”ﬂm and boilers/heaters can be operated seasonally or on an episodic, seasonal, or otherwise
intermittent basis which may not compliment the need to conti wa”y combust an affected source’s

ions. A boiler or process heater may be offline at the time pump discharge Is sent to the heater or
:r for {:wmbm‘s‘t ion. In other words, it can be “hit or miss” wi H’k respect to any single pump discharge

sing combusted, If a boiler or heater operates only wammw but a pump is used year mmd long
iods of time will occur where combustion of the pump discharge will not occur. The intermittent
nature of some well site process heaters and bollers makes designed control efficiency a meani ;
data point since there could be frequent periods where emission reduction of pump discharge
oCCur,

Failing a definition of control device under Subpart 0000z that eliminates the treatment of bollers and
process heaters as controls, at least with respect to control of m@umm ¢ pumps emissions, EPA should
at least clarify that operators are only required to specify the level of emission reduction expected when
a given control device, heater, or boiler, is in normeal operation.

€. Technical infeasibility determination for boilers and heaters should be simplified.

While the technical infeasibility issue is addressed in more detail in ltem 1.2 with respect to greenfield
and b‘”@w ‘"ﬂ“ :1d 5 i‘@m EPA hc.»uld Wpt thy list in the rule those common situations that wuukd meet the

If any of these situations were to occur at a site with an affected pneumatic pump, no certificatio
should be required to document why pump emissions are not being controlled by a device g)mwm
onsite:

& Presence of boilers and process heaters not regularly operated (e.g. seasonally used
eguipment),

& Flare, heater, or boiler has a rated heat capacity that would be excesded If the discharge of

pump were to be sent to it

& Presence of only a high pressure flare(s).

& Retro-fitt a E ification, nameplate update

& Retro-fit to existing equipment may require manufacturer certification, nameplate update
and/or void equi wmmt/mm issions warranty for m‘chawd or rental equi pmmkf

£ Minimal space allotted for emission gas routing and heater/boller system integration.

If the reguirement to certify technical infeasibility remains, then, for the above situations, which will be
some of the most commuon, operators should only b@ required to document and not certify the cause of
the infeasibility. This approach would also be consistent with APl's comiments above that PE
certifications should be removed from the rule and stayed pending W{:o’mwdwar on, As discussed in
ltem L1, APl believes the PE certification adds burden while not adding emission reductions md as is
the case with all required PE certifications in the rule, this requirement was not proposed originally and
thus we were not provided prog

sr notice and comment ability,

2. The compliance assurance requirements for a closed vent systern (CVE]} routing emissions from a
pneumatic pump to a control device should be aligned to the requirements for storage vessels and not
centrifugal and reciprocating compressors as currently finalized.

10
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As noted in our December 4, 2015 comu Wmmm r on the proposed Subpart 0000s, the compliance

i lated to the capturing of emissions from pneumatic pumps should be consistent with the
requi W*m*«m associated with closed vent systems for storage vessels and not those for wet seal
ressors and reciprocating compressors, Pneumatic pum m are most often located at
WMH co ”ﬂmmmr stations that are more likely to have control devices installed to control

However, as finalized, the rule currently requires the same monitoring as t ”mu”@d of affected
centrifugal and reciprocating compressors — i‘,ézz‘, annual method 21 in addition to OGI monit ng for
rmination of fugitive leaks for closed vent systems for pneumatic pumps. These requi
inappropriate, unduly burdensome, and duplicative. The costs for this v <qu irement were not included in
the cost analysis, and the negli "J)[c»f& amount of emissions from pneumatic pumps does not justify this
additional expense. The olfactory, visual, and auditory (OVA] inspection requirements assoclated with
storage vessel closed vent systems are more appropriate,

The reqguirements for inspection and monitoring of closed vent systems associated with pneumatic

pump affected sources should be moved from §60.5416a(a) & (b} [centrifugal and reciprocating

compressors)’ to §60.5416a(c) to be consistent with the requirements for affected storage vessels.

Alternatively, EPA could simplify all closed vent system inspection and monitoring requirements to have
all systems subject to the provisions of §60.5416a(c).

3. There should be a pathway to reduce LDAR survey frequency to annual for well sites and semi-
annual for compressor stations.

In comments on the proposed Subpart O000a, APl explained why a fixed annual frequency would be
the appropriate frequency for well sites and compressor stations. Cost effectiveness determinations did
not correctly capture costs and subsequent benefits. The model plant used for the cost effectiveness
determination did not adequately reflect that most well sites are much smaller than the model plant
used in the EPA’s analysis, which results in misrepresentation of smaller sites in the cost effectiveness
determination. New industry data collected by an APl member company (See Attachment A), shows
that leak rates can remain well below the target leak threshold of 1% that was proposed with a fixed
annual survey program.

EPA should update the model plant basis to be more reflective of actual well sites and revise cost

effectiveness since the ori umf analysis was based on unrealistic prices and emission reduction

potentials, EPA should &Em consider evaluating the monitoring data becoming aval Mé:ﬁ from various

new state programs to better inform the basis of assumptions throughout the analysis. (See section 27.3

of APVs December4, 2015 comments.] At a minimum, EPA xhwuﬁd only initially reqguire semi-annual or

guarterly surveys for 2 yvears and then allow annual surveys for sites that do not have leaking a
significant number of leaking components,

® Note also that there is no reference in §60.5393a for the CVS provisions required in §60.5416a(a); only §60.5416a(b) is listed.
This leaves confusion as to EPA's intent regarding whether §60.5416a(a) would apply to 8 CVS routing emissions from a
pheumatic pump.

11
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APl recommends providing an optional threshold of six (8) leaking components to allow monitoring
frequency to be reduced since six leaking mmpomm‘m represents 1% of components in EPA’s model
plant for gas well . Note that with a six leaking component threshold, survey frequency is more

ites
stringent for sites wquak to or larger than the model plant and less stringent for the smaller sites, which
were not properly represented on the cost effectiveness determination.

4, There should be an exemption from LDAR requirements for new low production wells and a
pathway to discontinue LDAR at new wells that become low production wells.

In the preamble of the rule proposal, EPA solicited comment on the air @mmﬁdrm associated with low
production wells, and the tionship between production and fugitive emis s. Specifically, EPA was
interested in the relationship between production and fugitive emissions over time. EPA also solicited
comment on the appropriateness of this threshold for applying the standards for fugitive emissions at
well sites, in addition to whether EPA should include low production well sites for fugitive emissions and
if these types of well sites are not excluded, should they have a less frequent monitoring reguirement.

While the amount of production through a particular facility does not directly impact the amount of
fugitive emissions, the number of fugitive components at that facility can increase if additional
eguipment is added to handle an increase in production {for instance a new well brought online with an
additional train of pmw ss eguipment), and can decrease substanti as production declines if

sroduction equipment is either disconnected or removed from the site so that it may be utilized
““,Ewewhé‘em or sold. Typically, stripper wells have decreased in production to the point where there may
be minimum equipment on site compared to average higher production wells for which EPA’s model
plant was based. (Note: the average ol ﬂr“pg erwellin m LS. averages approximately 2 BOPD, even
though one threshold for classification as a stripper well is 15 BOEP),

s indicated in Section 27.2.4 of our December 4, 2015 comments, sites with equipment configuration

or component counts significantly less than EPA’s model plants should be exempt from the LDAR
requirements based on cost effectiveness. EPA Is not correct in thelr Response to Comments (EPA-H(-
OAR-2010-0505-6983, Excerpt 17) that suggests the model plant cost analysis should equate to all well

sites, even those with significantly fewer components, since there are larger well sites that have more
wmpwm@nm The best system of emission reduction {8 ER) is not based on a calculated average value,
but rather it establishes a threshold imit where controlling a source above the thr M%Qfd is considered
cost ¢ f’%“ tive and controlling a source below the threshold is not. One example of this is found in 40
CFR Part 60, subpart 1)) where applicability and vawb of control are linked d ectly to mmd
horsepower, which is generally proportional to potential emissions. There is a f? reshold (e.g. rated
horsepower) whare tmﬂnwmgv limits are cost effective and below which they are not. As
communicated to the Agency previously, APl continues to recommend EPA apply a similar app mach for
low W(ﬁ»duct"drn wells in regards to LDAR because the typical count of components at ‘WEUM?% facilities is
supstantially less than the EPA’s model plant analysis,

In addition, low production sites typically have lower operating pressures than gwmg@ high production
sites. Most low production sites operate with a gas gathering system operating at relatively low
pressures (<50 psig) because the depleted well cannot provide enough pressure to get into a typical gas
gathering pressure of 125 to 200 psig. The number of fugitive components and operating pressure are
the two variables that determine leak rates from fugitive components. While production rate does not
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directly affect the amount of fugitive emissions ﬂ”wm asite, it is an appropriate surrogate in the case of
low production wells because higher production sites typically have encugh wellhead pressure to
operate at the higher pressures needed to get into a 125 to 200 psig gas gathering system,

EPA should revise the rule to provide an exemption for low production wells [15 BOED {stripper well)] as
requested in APUs prior comments, APl suggests low production wells be considered wells wit “b <15
barrels ol equivalent production per day (BOED), also known as stripper wells., Additionally, FPA should
provide a mechanism to cease LDAR surveys when production from well sites drops below 15 BOED.

The cessation of LDAR after production dmp» is analogous to the ability the rule provides to remove a
control device after emissions from a storage vessel drop.

f

5. Oil wells should be exempt from the LDAR requirements.

Based on EPA’s estimates from the rule proposal, LDAR requirements for oil well sites were not cost
effective. Accordingly, APl commented that oil wells should be exempt from the Subpart O0O00Oa LDAR
requirements in Section 27.2.8 of our December 4, 2015 comments.

While finalizing the rule, EPA revised the model plant assumptions for oil well sites significantly. This is
described in Section 4.2.2.3 of the Final Technical Support Document (TSD). As described in the TSD,
EPA created two oil well site model plants, one representing oil well sites with < 300 GOR and one for
sites with greater than 300 GOR. The less than 300 GOR oil well site model plant is essentially the same
as the model plant proposed. However, for the greater than 300 GOR oil well site model plant, EPA
arbitrarily added components to the site. EPA stated:

“To develop the model plant for oil well sites with o gas-to-oil ratio greater than 300 standard
cubic feet of gas per stock barrel of oil (greater than 300 GOR), three meters/piping were added
to the equipment counts included for the less thon 300 GOR model plont to account for the
handling of the natural gas from the well.”

There are several probley ith the approach EPA took in updating the model plant.

EPA made significant changes to fundamental assumptions regarding the component counts.
These changes resulted in large changes to the cost effectiveness values as the emissions per
site more than doubled due to the change.

EPA is assuming that an oil well model plant with greater than 300 GOR would look exactly like a
gas well in terms of the numbers of components associated with metering and pip Mg‘. In fact,

the gas well site assumptions were used directly for the greater than 300 GOR oil well sites,
£ EPA s treating “meters/piping” as if it is a single plece of equipment and scaling the number of
W’%M@h/p;p)ﬂg based on the assumed number of wells mem In reality, there are many

cases where no gas metering occurs at a well site. Further, it is even more | Mmqueﬁm for there
tobea m*@d to add proporti wnutw more piping or meters as more wells are brought on line at a
given site. The sharing of equipment is a key benefit of multi-well

tes,

EPA's updated analysis, indicates, that for oll wells greater than 300 GOR, the costs per ton of methane
and per ton of VOC were 2 times higher than for ga;‘s wells, Further, for oll wells less than 300 GOR costs
per ton were 4 ¥ times higher than for gas wells, Therefore, a2t 2 minimum, EPA should exempt oil well
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sites less than 300 GOR from the leak detection and repair requirements, as control of these facilities is
still not cost-effectiv

6. The timing of LDAR Surveys should be updated to allow for integration into existing LDAR
Drograms.

The final rule states that an initial survey must be completed within 60 days of start of production for a
well site or within 60 days from startup or modification of a compressor station, Subseqguent surveys
then are to take place on a semiannual basis for wells sites and a quarterly basis for compressor
The implementation of LDAR programs is not Er ial; there are numerous challenges to building
*mbmt program. While APl appreciates EPA's recognition of this by providing W a one-year whaw in
for the LDAR requirements, there remain challenges wit ‘E*m the required timing of initial is mw{;i on

Given the significant distances between many oil and gas sites, the requirement to MW% ani wt
inspection within 60 days creates significant burden for very little benefit when the initial inspection
could easily be rolled into the next periodic inspection for the other sources in that area. Furthermore,
many si rmountain west or Alaska that may not be

s are located in extremely cold climates in the inte
reachable to do the LDAR surveys within 60 days (see also item immediately below),

APl recommends EPA allow 180 days for the initial survey., It is noted that this timing is not expected to
result in significantly more emissions, 1fa 180 cmv period were allowed, on average, half the sites would
likely be surveyed at less than 90 days and half would likely be surveved between 90 to 180 days.

7. The LDAR requirements must include adequate provisions to account for extreme weather in cold
climates.

The temperatures on the Alaskan North Slope, and certain other areas throughout the country, are
bitterly cold during winter months and adequate provisions must be considered in applying the LDAR
provisions in the Subpart O0O00a.

A. The operations on the Alaskan North Slope should be categorically exempt from the LDAR
reguirernents.

EPA set this precedent within Subpart 0000 and now Subpart Q000a by allowing for an exemption
from LDAR in §60.5401(e) and §60.5401a(e) for natural gas processing plants located on the Alaskan
North slope. EPA should consider similar exemptions from LUAR for well sites and compressor stations
since these operations experience the same harsh cowd tions.”

n the final Jubpm 00003, the minimum requirement between the semi-annual surveys is 4 months
W well sites. The semi-annual surveys on the Alaskan North slope could only be conducted in May/lune
and September/October due to sustained low winter time temperatures (approximately five
consecutive months with average temperature below 0 degrees Fahrenheit). While EPA acknowledged

{;
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that an exemption was needed for compressor stations and provided a waiver for quarters

ambient temperatures are below 0 degrees Fahrenheit, the same was not done for well 5, EPA
described the rational for this by assuming there would be no 6-month period where all months were
below 0 degrees Fahrenheit average. The rule requires an QG on newly affected sites within 60 days of
completion, which is not practical on the Alaskan North Slope five months of the year. For example, if a
well is completed at the end of November, an OGl would be required by the end of January. This would
not be gﬁmw?b e as the ambient temperatures in mid-November through mid-April are very rarely above
0 degrees Fahrenheit on the Alaskan North W ope. Moreover, the 30-day repair window cmw wm
accommodate the reality on the Alaska North Slope that parts {custom parts designed for Arc
environment }W’M‘y’ be unavailable, and there is no delay of repair provision for this iss

EPA should consider an exemption for pra ions on the Alaskan North Slope. At a minimum, EPA

should allow for @ walver at well sites similar to the provisions provided for in §60.5397a{g)(5) for
compressor stations and extend the initial survey frequency to 8 mmmm (240 mm to adeguately
account for weather conditions in this region. Extension of the initial survey timing would allow for the

survey to coincide with wméwam‘maﬁ survey frequencies. In addition, lwwu&d bw appropriate to include
as a reason for delay of repair, parts unavailability for the Alaska North Slope.

B, Inclement Weather Considerations for completing LDAR are necessary.
For other parts of the country in the Lower 48 that experience sustained inclement weather (Wyom "tg,

North Dakota, Colorado, etc.], EPA should provide an add ional extension of time to complete the inftial
and »ubmqu@n surveys due to possible road closures, accessibility of the site and safety of mwmwnnwt

For example, it is common in states like Wyoming and North Dakota for a snow storm to cover the
ground in “nuk ple feet of snow, which would prevent access to many re ’mc}m well site and compressor

station locations. Extended periods of high winds are also common and similarly impact ability to
e SUNVeys,

At a minimum, a 30 day extension should be granted to adeguately handle unforeseen inclement
weather events.

8. There should be a simple process for determining State Equivalency for the LDAR requirements at
the State level; not just the process outlined in §60.5398a for Alternative Means of Emissions
Limitations.

The Alternative Means of Emission Limitation {AMEL) process described in §60.5398a and §60.5402a are
wmeptwﬁﬁ helpful, but the process appears to be limited In terms of true practical benefit. EPA’s
ntent is not explicitly clear. For example, once an AMEL has been approved, can it be used by anyone
operating in that particular state? While this should be the case, it is not clear. It is inefficient to Em\m
multiple operators petitioning for the same equivalency if all ope 5 in @ state are subject to the same
state requirements. The inefficlency of individual operator petitions will lead to extensive delays of
petition approval. EPA’s language inn the Subpart 0000z seems to indicate that only owners/operators
can apply; however, the potential for various trade groups to petition on behalf of its members in a state
would avoid duplicative work by individual operators and burden on EPA. Additionally, umﬁw the
proposed approach, it is not dear exactly what happens if the state subsequently revises its LDAR
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requirements. Would the AMEL become invalid? Would there be a grace period to reguest an update
to the equivalency determination?

EPA should consider additional AMEL processes or provide guidance to reduce burden on operators and
EPA. For example, EPA should consider allowing trade associations to petition on behalf of operators.

At a minimurm, EPA must clarify that upon approval of any request for a particular state, all operators in

that state can immediately rely upon that equivalency determination.

9, The definition of modification for LDAR should only include wells that are hydraulically refractured
in combination with the installation of new production equipment on site.

As mentioned in our December 4, 2015 comments regarding exemption of low production wells from
LDAR, the amount of production, in and of itself, does not increase or decrease the amount of fugitive
emissions emitted from a site with the relative same number of fugitive components and same
approximate operating pressure. A well that is refractured typically does not require additional
production equipment and does not typically operate at a pressure higher than before the refracturing
since that pressure is set by the gas gathering system pressure. Therefore, as long as a significant plece
of processing eguipment is not constructed along with the refracture, there is no emissions increase and
there is no “modification” as defined in CFR Part 60.2

APl recommends that EPA make the following revisions:

& Revise the last sentence in §60.5365a(a): .. However, hydroulic refracturing of o well, with the
construction of gdditional permanent process equinment (storgge vessel, separator, cCompressor
heater treater, or meter-run), constitutes a modification of the well site for purposes of
paragraph (i)(3)(iii) of this section, regardless of affected facility status of the well itself.

& Revise §60.5365a(i)(3){ill): A well ot an existing well site is hydraulically refractured gnd

additional permanent process equipment is constructed (storage vessel, separator, cCOmpressor
heater treater, or meter-run).

10. The digital photo/fvideo requirements associated with LIAR provision in §60.5420s should be
remowved.

As documented in EPA’s Response To Public Comment document (see EPA-HO-OAR-2010-0505-6924),
EPA responded to a request from the State of Arkansas seeking removal of the requirement to keep
photograph records by stating: “The dote-staomped digital photograph serves as o record that someone
performed g monitoring survey ot the site. In the troditional LDAR scenario, the owner or operotor tags
alf of the equipment that must be monitored, and when the Method 21 operator subseguently inspects
the affected facility, the operotor scans each component’s tag and notes the component’s instrument
reading. This log serves os o documentation of the LDAR monitoring survey. In the fugitive emissions
program under subport OO00a, we are not requiring owners and operators to document readings for
each component, but we still need o complionce ussurance mechanism to document that g monitoring
survey was performed. We believe that keeping o digital photograph from the survey is o guick ond easy
way to fulfilf this requirement.”
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There are two major issues with EPA’s logic in requiring these records. First, a digital photo technically
only proves that someone was present on site and not the completion of an emission survey. Second,
EPA continues to equate the sources covered under O000a with sources covered by “traditional LDAR”,
Chemical plants and refineries with traditional LDAR programs have full-time dedicated staff on site to
manage the significant demands associated with running & “traditional LDAR” program. This is very
different from un-manned remote production facilities.

APl believes that records of repair and tagging of leaks in addition to general recordkeeping validates
completion of surveys. EPA should remove the digital photo/video requirement for each OGH survey. At
a minimum, EPA should modify the rule to make the photo requirement optional similar to that for REC
recordkeeping, where the use of photographs is an alternative to other recordkeeping requirements,

1. Monitoring plan observation path and sitemap requirements under §60.5397a(d) are excessive
and should be removed.

A company monitoring plan will cover all the relevant material needed for an effective LDAR program.
While EPA eliminated the need for site-specific plans, the requirements for inclusion of site-specific
information within the plan remain. There is no added benefit and there is significant added cost of
developing hundreds and up to thousands of site-specific details to be included in monitoring plans.

The proposed requirement for site-specific monitoring plans, including the requirement to specify an
observation path for each site, is unnecessary and the requirements are onerous. Many times,
production areas do not have site maps developed for each site. Development of a sitemap would be
solely for this rule. The cost of developing site maps for every site was not included in the cost
evaluation for LDAR. Furthermore, the requirement to specify an observation path for each site is
unnecessary for oil and natural gas well sites and compressor stations. The person conducting the
survey must be trained and have the knowledge and ability to use the monitoring device.

Therefore, EPA should remove the requirements listed under §60.5397a(d){1) and (2).

12. Delay of Repalr Provisions reguire additional clarity.
In the Preamble of the final rule (FR 35858}, EPA states:

We also agree thot o complete well shutdown or o well shut-in may be necessary to repair
certain components, such as components on the wellhead, ond this could result in greater
emissions than what would be emitted by the leaking component. The EPA does not agree that
unavoilability of supplies or custom parts is o justification for delaying repaolir (i.e., beyond the 30
days for repair provided in this final rule) since the operotor con plon for accessible or obtaining
the parts within 30 days after finding the fugitive emissions.

Based on available information, it may be two years before o well is shut-in or shutdown.

Therefore, to avoid the excess emissions (and cost) of prematurely forcing o shutdown, we are
amending the rule to allow 2 years to fix o leak where it is determined to be technicolly infeasible
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to repair within 30 days; however, if an unscheduled or emergency vent blowdown, compressor
station shutdown, well shutdown, or well shut-in occurs during the delay of repair period, the
fugitive emissions components would need to be fixed of that time. The owner or operator wilf
have to record the number and types of components that are placed on delay of repair and
record an explanation for each delay of repair.

§60.5397a(h)(2) states:

If the repair or replacement is technicolly infeasible, would require o vent blowdown, o
compressor station shutdown, o well shutdown or well shut-in, or would be unsafe to repair
during operation of the unit, the repoir or replacement must be completed during the next
compressor stotion shutdown, well shutdown, well shut-in, after an unscheduled, plonned or
emergency vent blowdown or within 2 years, whichever is earlier.

This language was not in the proposed rule. The proposed rule for delay of repair was as follows:

If the repoir or replacement is technically infeasible or unsafe to repair during operation of the
unit, the repair or replocement must be completed during the next scheduled shutdown or within
6 months, whichever is earfier. (from puage FR 56611)

While APl appreciates EPA’s recognition that it was not appropriate to require a shutdown after a
raximum of six {6) mmm as EPA mmgw‘iauy proposed, the language finalized in Subpart 0000a
reguires more clarity. Additional clarity is needed because the language in §60.5397a(h){(2) presumes
that various shut down events amﬁ well shut-ins would necessarily result in the blow dwww of all
eguipment located on site {including the leaking component on delay of repair). This is not accurate,
For example, during a well shut-in, some eguipment on site may remain isolated, but under pressure
{such as the line pressure leaving a well pad].

Further, there are commonly occurring, brief events that could be intery d as well shutdowns or
shut-ins, but should not be. These include: short interruptions in production to control reservoir
pressure and ’mumg@ wmt life such as plunger lift, pump rod, and manusal intermittent well flow control,
In addition to the ts being very short, some are auto 'mamd The events are driven by the need to
react to fleld {;Gk’”‘ed tions md n most cases, they are not possible to predict and plan repairs of leaking
components around,

While EPA recognizes that wellhead components may need leak repair, a leak in the master valve or
connections below the master valve or at the bradenhead is a special situation that EPA needs to
consider, Above the master valve of the Christmas tree, a leak can be repaired provided the master
valve or other valve below or behind the leak doesn’t leak when closed, Christmas trees are configured
differently depending on the expected pressure and flow of the well, and high pressure trees may have
dual master shut-in valves while low pressure trees may have only one. However, the lowest master
valve Is the isolation valve of last resort. I it is the source of the leak or the valve will not close pmpwﬁy
fo «msELuw shut in of the well if needed to miaw it from the wellhead leak, or the bradenhead connectio
below the master valve is the source of the leak, a workover will most likely be needed to set a plug
downhole to isolate the well so that a we&bkhmd leak can be repaired. If the leak needing repair is small
and not a safety concern, then mandating a leak repair within 2 yvears would not seem appropriate as a
needed workover is a significant cost in addition to the cost of repairing or replacing the leaking
component. For this situation, a delay of repair for a wellhead should be wmd tionally based on when a
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orkover is needed for other downhole work and should not be subject to a 2 vear limitation. A
wwk@vw may be less than 2 vears in some cases, but it can also be more,

In some cases, such as on the Alaska North Slope, the shutdown of a facility or a g{ oup of facilities in the
winter can pose significant risks, including potentially the lack of primary electricity generation and
space heating, and the potential for idle flow lines to gel or freeze. Backup mmm power generation s

available umﬁy in limited capacities, and has higher emissions than gas turbines. In such extreme cmm;

bringing critical facilities back on line should not be delayed for relatively minor repairs for fugitiv
methane emissions. The rule should allow for such overriding considerations and not put the wpwam

i sition of having to elect between regulatory compliance and prudent facility operations.

APl proposes revising the language found at §60.5397a(h}{2) to read:

If the repair or replacement is technically infeasible, would require o vent blowdown, o
compressor station shutdown, o well shutdown eswellshut-in, or would be unsafe to repair
during operation of the unit, the following special provisions apply. For wellhead component
repair or replacement that requires a workover for downhole work to isolate the well from the
wellhead leak, repair must be made not later than the next scheduled workover to repair or re-
condition the well. Otherwise, the repair or replacement must be completed during the next
event requiring a blowdown of the equipment on which the leak was detected, with the
shutdown lasting more than one day (e.g. compressor station shutdown, well shutdown, weal
shut-in; or after a s-unschedwled,planned er-erery et blowdown) or within 2 years,
whichever is earlier.

13. Issues with Compliance Demonstration Reguirements for Combustion Devices and Flares Not
Addressed.

EPA has failed to adequately respond to and understand concerns that API raised in our December 4,
2015 comments on the control device testing and monitoring compliance assurance related to
measuring the volumetric flow rate as required under §60.5413a(b)(2) and under §60.18(f)(4) from
storage vessels. Using Method 2, 2A, 2C, or 2D is not technically feasible®.

EPA’s response to comment, copied in below, did not fully address APU's comments, nor did EPA cite aa
specific meter a specific scenario where EPA has performed testing using Method 2, 24, 2C, or 2D at a
well pad. Specifically, EPA has not adequately shown resolution of the technical challenge of directly
measuring the m@u me of material resulting from the flash of materials in storage vessels that occurs

only when the separator dumps condensate to the storage vessel.

The impact to environmental emissions controls is that flow to the control device varies from essentially
zero to high flow rates and guickly back to zero rapidly and often. This %‘ghﬁy variable, non-steady state
flow mandates equipment to be sized larger than ideal steady state conditions would dictate and makes
flow measurement infeasible, particula Ey to meet the reguirement to accurately measure such volume

¥ see Comments 12.1,12.3, and 12.5 of APl's December 4, 2015 comments on Subparts 0000 and 00004,
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within +2 percent. Industry has found no such flow meter available that can handle the variable flow
which occurs with many of our combustion devices

sither. A turbine meter with a flow

EPA has not provided industry with information of such a me
totalizer can be used, however if the uppw or lower ranges are exceeded during the I-hour test, the
accuracy of the totalizer may be compromised. For a pitot tube, only a finite number of traverse sets
can be collected during a 1 hour period, md can only be used if there is a constant flow, which is not the
case with tank flash,

Aside from the technical challenges of obtaining an accurate flow reading for a
ty risks for testing personnel due to the need to access H*w flow line me

are safe
while equipment is operation and flow to device is occurring. To adequately miti
facility shutdown, potentially including the shut-in of numerous wells would need to occur, I‘t is m»’z:
believed this was EPA’s intent as these costs were not considered in rule development. Otherwise, a
permanent flow meter would have to be installed, which EPA also ma not include in the cost of the
control device

It

The following excerpt s from EPA’s discussion of this in Response to Public Comments Document
{Chapter 11}

Response: Concerning the portion of the comment related to auto-ignition devices, see response
to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6808, Excerpt 17. Concerning the portion of the comment
related to sonic flares, see response to DCN EPA-HO-OAR-2010-0505-6846, Excerpt 1.

The EPA agrees with the commenter on the ombiguity in regards to the requirements for flores
used to control storage vessel emissions. We hove revised the final rule to make our intent clear
that flores are an acceptable control options under §60.5412(d) and §60.541 2a(d) and to add
applicable performaonce requirements for these flares.

We are not providing on exemption for low-pressure flares to operate outside of the
requirements of §60.18 during malfunction events. The restrictions in §60.18 ensure that the
flare will achieve the desired destruction efficiency. The standard for destruction efficiency
applies at all times, even during startup, shutdown, and malfunction. Allowing an exemption
during these times provides no compliance assurance thot the standard is achieved.

We disagree that o performance test for flares is unnecessary or burdensome. The performance
test ensures that the flare maintains o high destruction efficiency. Determining volumetric
flowrate is o simple demonstration. While we acknowledge that engineering calculations can be
a valuable tool for demonstrating compliaonce, actual measurements are necessary to
demonstrate the accurocy of the engineering colculations. Actual measurements are also o
useful tool for correloting and adjusting engineering colculations.

We do not believe that there is o technical infeasibility issue in measuring the gas flow to the
flare. While we believe thot there will be o high enough flow to the flores to easily measure the
flow as the performance test should only be performed at representative conditions, we note

that the EPA flow methods are capable of handling low, intermittent ond non-steady flow
conditions.
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Finally, we note that the commenter previously stated thot the EPA was incentivizing flare use by
reguiring measurement of gos flow on enclosed combustion devices, even though an enclosed
combustor “vields higher destruction efficiencies than flores”. The commenter further stated, “It
is counterproductive for the environment to disadvontage enclosed combustors”. While the EPA
is not requiring o porticular control device in Subport OO0OCa, in light of the commenters
previous statement cbout not disadvantoging enclosed combustors, we do not believe that itis
prudent to remove compliance demonstrations from flares when enclosed combustors are
subject to such o requirement. All control devices should perform o demonstration thot they are
capoble of achieving what they are required to achieve.

Also, EPA has failed to justify why compliance for a MACT standard (NESHAP HH) is cost effective and
necessary under an NSPS for small, dispersed, unmanned facilities in response to Comment 12.2.

The compliance demonstration requirements are still on a mass basis versus a volume basis which the
. &
standards are set at as APl noted previously”.

EPA had proposed revisions to the outlet concentration compliance method of §60.5412a(d){(11{ivI(B)
raising the TOC {minus methane and ethane) level from 20 ppmv o 600 ppmyv; however, in the final rule
this value was changed to 275 ppmv without the opportunity to comment.

APl requests that EPA review this issue further and revise the performance testing criteria accordingly.
At a minimum, APl requests that EPA provide language in the rule to allow for the option to petition for
an alternative compliance demonstration for flares and non-certified enclosed combustors,

t

14. Reguiring use of the Compliance and Emissions Data Reporting Interface [CEDRI) If EPA releases
the electronic reporting form 90 days prior to the report due date is insufficient for compliance.

As mentioned in our December 4, 2015 comments, it is inappropriate for EPA to require electronic
reporting under the Subpart 0000z before the system is demonstrated capable uf accommodating the
nigue nature of the oll and natural gas | mdm try. The electronic reporting system is not proven
gmﬁmﬁk at this time, Further, the system will require configuration to allow the current area based
reporting versus facility by JF;:";(: lity. In the past, system revisions have resulted in significant IT challenges,
and appropriate time needs to be allowed for the agmcy to develop, QA/QC, user test and train
reporters on the new system, Operators need a significant amount of time to update internal systems
to efficiently use CEDRI,

A poorly designed form without adequa
no environmental be
final rule through th
website for the avai

te testing is likely to result in additional burden to industry with
it. Without a final CEDRI rule, more time may be needed 1o resolve issues in the
ition process. Finally, EPA cannot require industry to regularly monitor the EPA
ability of the CEDRI functionality required in the Ju%}pw + 0000,

EPA should amend the final rule language to formally allow for continuation of the initial reporting
approaches from Subpart 0000 for fh se vears to allow for rollout of the electronic reporting system,.
In addition, EPA should have a beta test period for CEDRI form before finalizing the form for industry

? Comment 12.4 of API's December 4, 2015 comments on Subparts 0000 and 00004,
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use., At a minimum, EPA should amwnd the rule language to require CEDRI reporting only if the form is
available for a minimum of 1 yvear prior to required reporting, not the 90 days as required in the current
rule,

15, The definition of Capital Expenditure should be removed in §60.5430 of Subpart 0000 as it could
be interpreted to imply retroactivity and the 0000a procedure for calculating capital expenditure
should be revised.

Inits final rulemaking, EPA added a definiti | expenditure” to both Subpart 0000 and
Subpart 000Ca claiming to “updatel | the formula to reflect the calendar year that subpart 0000 was
g‘wwwwwd as well as specified that the B value for subpart 0000 is 4.5”'°, The rule could be interpreted
m wmmm sibly and ret Uz}cﬁ,wﬁy alter the definition under Subpart 0000, Under such an

& rt QOO0 definition, while cloaked as an update, would apply
\bk@ retroactive aakcuta tion of “capital expenditures”, EPA has not demonstrated that
the CAA authorizes EPA to retroactively pro mutgai@ capital expenditure rules for evaluating
“md lions, See Bowenv, Georgetown University Hosp., 488 U.S. 204, 471 72, (1988} (“Retroactivity
is not favmm in the law.” “The power to require readjustments for the past is drastic.”}. Before EPA can

make retroactive changes to Subpart Q00Q0, it must establish that the CAA allows for retroactive

kuﬁéwﬂ«me’tg fd, (“it is axiomatic that an administrative agency’s power to promulgate legislative

s is limited to the authority dek&%awd by Congress.”}. EPA has not done this. Moreover, EPA
states that "’uu intent was not to recreate a retroactive requirement by revising subpart Q000.” 11

a Ee%zwﬁﬁy "mpw mis

Subpart Q000 previously did not separately define “capital expenditure” leavi Mg the only applicable
definitions as those included in 40 CFR § 60.2 and/or NSPS Subpart VV.'* Prior to the rulemaking,
(specifically from August 23, 2011 through Yf%ﬂpi‘@ mber 18, ?’OJLJ) if an operator of an onshore natural
gas processing plant had a project at a process unit at the plant, which resulted in a physical or
operational change that might be considered a m@d icatio hwy had to rely upon the provisions
associated with NSPS WV, A determination would have Eﬁ)mm made as to whether a facility change was a
modification, Le. resulted in & physical or operational change that caused an increase of emissions and
required a capital expenditure. By changing the definition in Subpart 0000, it could be interpreted that
EPA appears to force operators to re~evaluate prior applicability determinations. Such a scenario would
be unreasonable. In EPA's res pwm&:& to comments (wai on VLH of preamble and Chapter 14 of Response
to Public Comment document}, this e is lumped in with other reconsideration items and does not
appear to have been considered ad@qw ely by itself,

Additionally, the formula provided by EPA in the definition for Capital Expenditure under Subpart Q000
does not work for a process unit constructed during 2011, For a project where capital expenditure was

Y81 FR 35867.

81 FR 35866.

e Wr“w'owim for all terms not otherwise specifically defined, Subpart 0000 incorporated by reference ‘t“he
definitions found in the Clean Air Act, in Subpart A and Subpart VVa of 40 CFR Part 60. Subpart VVa's definition of
a “capital expenditure” was staved effective June 2, 2(3@?& See 73 FR 31376 (lune 2, 2008); and 73 FR 31 %70 {June
2, 2008). Thus, as NSPS Subpart KKK cross referenced NSPS Subpart VV, in order to analvze whether a “capital
expenditure” occurred for purposes of determining Whmiwr a project was exempt from being a modification
under 40 CFR § 60.14, an operator emploved the terms as defined under 40 CFR § 60.2 and Subpart WV,
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being considered, the formula results in the need to take the log{0), which mathematically can only be
represented by negative infinity

EPA must remove the definition of Capital Expenditure from Subpart 0000 to resolve the potential
enforcement interpretation M ts retroactive appli Qab lity, and to comply with Supreme Court rulings on
impermissible retroactive application. Bowen, 488 U5, 204; Greene v. United States, 376 U.5. 149, 160,

84 5.Ct. 615, 621622, 11 LEd.2d 576 (1964); i’imrf(fgef Apartments Co. v. Commissioner, 323 1.5, 141,
164, 65 §,Ct, 172, 185, 89 LEd, 139 (1944); Miller v. United States, 294 U5, 435, 439, 55 §.Ct, 440, 441~
447,79 LEd. 977 (1935); United States v. Magnolio Petroleum Co., 276 U.S. 160, 162163, 48 5.Ct. 236,
237,72 LLEd. 509 (1928).

Further, APl believes that the definition of Capital Expenditure {and the equation listed in 0000a} is
unrepresentative of current economic conditions. It was meant o model inflation in the late 1970s and
early 1980s, as stated in EPA-FR-1984-Vol 49 No 105, P 22603,

APL requests thalt EPA utilize a ratio of Consumer Price Indices (CP), as noted in our original comments
and as used in the “Civil Monetary Penalty Inflation Adjustment Rule” published in the Federal Register
on July 1, 2016 and located at hitp://federalregister.gov/a/2016-15411 |

Moving forward, the cjd inition under Subpart 0000a with our recommended changes will ensure
consideration of the definition as we think EPA intended for determination of applicability to
modifications,

16. EPA should clarify that coil tubing cleanouts and screenouts are not subject to the provisions in
560.5430a.

APl submitted a letter to EPA on June 13, 2016 seeking clarification regarding “screenouts” and “coil
tubing cleanouts”. As EPA has previously acknowledged in its September 28, 2012 letter to API, there
are necessary processes performed during hydraulic fracturing that are not associated with flowback
following hydraulic fracturing and thus not subject to Subpart 0000. With Subpart O000a, EPA must
clarify that screenouts and coil tubing clean outs are not subject to the requirements in §60.5375a.

APl is proposing to address this issue by adding clarification of the definition of “flowback” §60.5375a as
noted below.

Flowback means the process of allowing fluids and entrained solids to flow from a well following a
treatment, either in preparation for a subsequent phase of treatment or in preparation for cleanup
and returning the well to production. The term flowback also means the fluids and entrained solids
that emerge from a well during the flowback process. The flowback period begins when material

ace following hydraulic fracturing
or refracturing, The flowback period ends when either the well is shut in and permanently
disconnected Jf om the flowback eguipment or at the startup of production. The flowback period
includes the inftial flowback stage and the separation flowback stage. Screenouts and coil tubin
clean out activi’ties on awell are not considered part of the flowback process.
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17. Additional Technical Corrections
A. §60.5393a(b)(3)ii)

In §60.5393a(b)(3)iilthere is reference to a paragraph that does not exist. AP believes EPA intended for
this section to reference (b3 1) instead as follows:

“If vou subsequently install o control device or have the ability to route to o process, you are no
longer required to comply with poragroph el (b)(3){i] of this section...”

B. §60.5397a(d}{4)

“Your plan must also include the written plan developed for all of the fugitive emission components
designated as difficult-to-monitor in accordance with paragraph (g){2){(1) of this section, and the
written plan for fugitive emission components designated as unsafe-to-monitor in accordance with

paragraph {33} (1{4)(i1) of this section.”

€. Pneumatic Pump Affected Facilities Outside a Natural Gas Procassing Plant

As explained in the preamble {81 FR 35850

}, EPA has decided to finalize pneumatic pump requirements
cmEy fw well sites, and not for the 35

sting, and transmission and storage segments. This
decision was reflected in the final rule by E imiting th@ scope of pneumatic pump affected facilitie
pumps “located at a well site”, which is a change from the language in the 9/18/2015 proposed »uk
about pumps “not located at a natural gas processing plant.” However, the phrase “not located at a
natural gas processing plant” still remains in several paragraphs in the final « ukm‘,; including:
§860.5410a(e)(2), (3], (4), and (B}, This phrase should be replaced with “at a well site.”

i

0. Fugltive Emissions - Timeframe for Resurvey

In the introductory paragraph §60.5397a(h)(3), a resurvey following the repair or replacement of a
component is required to be conducted as soon possible, but no later than 30 days “after being
repaired.” However %U %397¢(E HEY D) requ"‘ww the resurvey be conducted within 30 days “of finding
aucé’z fugitive emissions.” To be consistent with the introductory paragraph, §60.5397a(h)(3)(1) should be
revised as follows:

§60.5397a(h){3)(1)
For repairs that cannot be made during the monitoring survey when the fugitive emissions are
initially found, the operator may resurvey the repaired fugitive emissions components using
efther Method 21 or optical gos imaging within 30 days after being repaired ef-findingsuch

)

£ "
P
E. Table 3 Reference

Table 3 of Subpart 00003 states that §60.8 applies with the explanation of “Performance testing is
required for control devices used on storage vessels, centrifugal compressors and prneumatic pumps,

H

APl believes that pneumatic pumm should be removed from this listing as control devices for pumps are
not subject to performance testing,
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F. Pump Closed Vent System lssues

As described in ltem 1.2, above, the compliance assurance requirements for a closed vent system (CVS)
routing emissions from a pneumatic pump to a control device should be aligned to the requirements for
storage vessels and not centrifugal and reciprocating compressors as currently finalized, Updating the
rule language to reflect this will resolve APVs primary issue,

However, the language and references under §60.5410a will require close review and updates as well to
ensure the proper intent is reflected. For example, currently, under §60.5410a(e}(2), the rule references
complying with the closed vent system requirements under §60.5411a(a) and (d). §60.5411a(z) includes
preumatic pumps in the list of applicable equipment. However, §60.5411a{d) refers to the PE
certification requirements that appear to apply to storage vessels in §60.5411a{d}(1].

Separately, in §60.5410a{e)(5), the rule language repeats §60.5410a(e}(2) for control devices not able to
achieve 5% control (§60.5393a(4)) but says the closed vent system must comply with §60.5411a{c) and
§60.5411ald). §60.5411a(c) only applies to storage vessels., Therefore, in the current rule, it appears
that §60.5410a(e)(5) mistakenly references §60.5411alc) instead of §60.5411a(a).

Again, APl believes that pump closed vent system should be aligned with the requirements for storage

vessels and not the requirements for affected compressors, The above incor encies in the current
ule text are provided here to highlight the need to ensure complete and clear updates occur

throughout Subpart Q0004 to reflect this change.

-
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a strong economic interest in reducing methane emissions from their operations and have already
taken significant voluntary efforts to reduce such emissions. Thus, temporarily staying the Final

Rule while EPA completes the reconsideration process will have little, if any, discernible impact
on methane emissions from the gas processing sector. The balance of harms and public interest,

thus, favor granting a stay.

Conglusion

For the foregoing reasons, the Administrator must convene a limited proceeding for
reconsideration of the Final Rule to address the discrete issues raised by GPA Midstream in this
petition.

Respectfully submitted,

|
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Attachment 11

IPAA et al., Request for Administrative Reconsideration EPA s Final Rule * Ol
and MNtural (Gas  Sector: Boassinods for New Redpnst rudt
Midified Sources” ( Aug. 2, 201 6) ( excerpts)
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m SPILMAN THOMAS & BATTLE ri.c

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

August 2, 2016

The Itbnorable Gmna M¢Carthy, Administrator
U s Environmental Protection Agency

1 200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N W

Vs hi ngt on, DR 20460

Re:  Request for Administrative Reconsideration EPA’s Final Rule “Qil and Natural Gas
Wector: Emission Standards for New, Reconstructed, and Modified Sources”

Pear Admnistrator MCarthy:
The following trade associations hereby submt rthisdnmipestraenve fo

reconsideration of the final rule entitled © O Beciwmd: MNathmakiobhs Standards for
MNewg Reconstructed, and Mdified Sources, ” publiBhgd a% 5812 4Fed| June 3 ,

( “ Subpart OO0R™ or * Mthane NsPS” ) . W rdwuesti net hato  wawvi ewkeshat  and
who these trade associations represent and not hesinpdyuesjunpe tare t seeking
reconsideration of. My t fde tlessociations  haseoubdensince or before the 195
The trade associations represent the * independsdt”produpl vontioconpanies -  from
the “ nom and pop” operations to some of the thargeounprgdueersbuin that is all
do and it 1s all they know Subpart O00Bave @ disgaldpord,i onatid | i npact  on
independents and especially independents that corstdimées” smaddr the Regulatory
Flexibility Act. The issues raised in thwe getegoones:falll )intessues that

entitled to reconsideration under Section 3 0 Fegnd)A(r7 X( B) “ GA’the, C4 2 U
§ T7607(d 7)Y (B, vhere it is inpractidmbhe tde rpese odanof obputdie
comment or 1f the grounds for such an objectigublaciseomagter ptheod ( but
within the tine specified for judicial reviewptjonsandreifofsuchntob] relevance tc
the outcome of the rule; and 2 ) issues thediwdependenter cofmmemigh their trac
association or as an individual conpany, thatenthk ProfectidmviAgemey ( “ EPA”

or “ Agency” ) failed to address in the filmde rddeastandngthdampasikl to the
exploration and production segnent of the indumsédy if not addre

The national and state level trade associatidislingoiilg ipetiandn for
reconsideration, collectively referred to as ssbeiat'idngepéndeate Adescribed below
The Independent Petroleum Association of America n( 'nd®A¥rgtedistrade
association that represents thousands of independent g@ak pndducers and service
conpanies across the LUhited States that are mstivon and tpeodesplon segment of
the industry, which often involves the hydraillic fradiRéAngerofes as an  infornec

1100 Bent Geek Boulevard Suite 1 0 bylvania [McBadi Osburg, Penn
wowe  spilnanlaw com ! 717,795, 2740 77795027473 fax
West Virginia North Carelina Pennsylvania Virginia
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The Honorable Gna MCarthy, Administrator
August 2, 2016
Page 2

voice for the exploration and production segnery, ofandheadvowhists its nenbers’
views before the Uhited States Congress, the Almderskratgenciend

The Anmerican Exploration & Production Council (néorB(Atod nstiaml i
trade association representing 2 9 of Anerica’ s actamgestindepdndemst oil and
natural gas exploration and production conpanies. aAXPC* medbpendent” in that
their operations are limted to exploration fopon aofl ohk pndduatatural gas.
Mreover, its nenbers operate autonomously,  uninkegrahedr cbuhtgrparts,  which
operate 1in additional segnents of the energy Hownetssam safhnims and
narketing. AXPC nenbers are leaders 1in developitge andinaygtlijieng and advanced
technologies necessary to explore for and proglicegapil hath neffishore and onshore
from non- conventional sources in environnentallyysresponsible wa

The Donestic Energy Producers Aliance ( “ DEPA’ ¢ cald aboratatmonwtd 2 5
coalition associations, representing about 1 fid, Oofipfini es ndemgdgadls in donestic
onshore oil and mnatural gas production and explodatidh0 0 9 Found®PA gives a lo
clear wvoice to the mjority of individuals ardbleonpani eenduespgn work to secure

our mnation’ s energy future.

The Eastern Kansas Ol & (as Association ( “ EKOEA’ ¢rganiszat aon nonpro
founded in 1 957 to becone a unified voiceuerepresweetting of hecastndin Kansas  oil
and gas producers, service conpanies, supplieess and mayiktry owvolving oil and
gas regulations, safety standards, environnenthér ceneegys rehdted issues.

The Illinois Gl & (as Association ( “ TOGA P 4 das torggmimadle imn |
agency through which oil and gas producers, landowesrers, andoyafhers who nay
be directly or indirectly affected by or 1pteredewdl opnenbilandndproduction in
Illinots, my protect, preserve and advance stheir common intere

The Independent (1 and Gas Association of Wst “M@OgGhiW” ) Lnc. is  a
statewide nonprofit trade association that represepagedcompanitdse extraction and
production of natural gas and o1l in Wst Mrgines &hdt thepporenp these

extraction and production activities. [0GA W wessteflozndd ptotegr a strong,
conpetitive, and capable independent natural gasg anddustidy produddst Mrginia, a

well as the natural environment of their state.

The Indiana Ol and (as Association ( “ INJAy) ofhasnval veneht histothe
exploration and developnent of hydrocarbons in tilama.State INBGAInds formed in
1942 and historically has been an all- volumcepnl!yorgmdeatiop f
representatives of o1l and gas exploration and alened opineorier atoons) however, i
has enjoyed support and nenbership from pipeling acpisacnipn, [aervice, suppl y,
legal, engineering and geologic conpanies or indivikhslsbeen dMNOGactive
representative for the upstream oil and gas iaddstpyovidesIngiasemon forum for
this  group. INOGA  represents its nenbership on  isfaderal of a&tdite,local
regulation/ legislation that has, does and wedt affechisthendbssin INODGA 15
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The Honorable Gna MCarthy, Administrator
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Page 3

501 (c)y (6) trade association incorporated asCodmatRrofi tunddnesthee statutes
of Indiana.

Since 1940, the International Association ok  [ri11HALEY )Cont hast o
exclusively represented the worldwide o1l and sgay. drillliAlE" sndeontract- drilling
menbers own rnost of the world” s land and offshothatdrdiiihg theitvast majority

the wells producing the planet” s oil and gas.p aldoAD3 neludenbeosh: and- gas

producers, and manufacturers and suppliers of toildndldscequepsen Thr ough
conferences, training semnars, print and elsctromnd publacmyriehensive network
of technical publications, TADC continually fostersomuduestiom avthin the

upstream petroleum industry.

The Kansas Independent Gl & (as Association (npr€FOCA oy ganigataonno
founded in 1937 to represent the interestsersf iml Kasds,gas asproddl as alli
service and supply conpanies. Today, KIOGA isona wittladeovesssoéiat2 0 0  nenbers
involved in all aspects of the exploration, eclppduntti@f cramt dad and natural
gas resources.

The Kentucky O1 & (#s Association ( “ KOGA® )  wastofarepckbsdmt HKe3 |
interests of Kentucky’ s crude oil and naturalmoges pantdustbarly, andthe 1ndependent
crude oil and natural gas operators as wellhatas supportbugiheesgerdustry. KOGA 1
conprised of 22 0 conpanies which consist of ovesenbali®es nehbher arep directly
related to the crude oil and natural gas industry in Kentucky.

The Mchigan O1 And (as Association ( “ MIA” ) xphaptasemts diid 1 ieg,

....

production, transportation, processing, and dtomagk nafuretudgasol in the State ¢

M chi gan. MXGA  has nearly 8 50 nenbers including canpdepesdent nagior ol
conpani s, the exploration arns of various utindartse ocenpamiees,conphnies, and
individuals. rganized in 193 4, MXA ronitddehigha pulsecandfl goke industry

as well as 1its political, regul atory, antdn ltheslatave antdertht nation” s capit
MXA 1s the collective wvoice of the petroleum gamdustspeakmngMdeli the problens
and issues facing the wvarious conpanies involvedcrude tdel saade’ matural gas
business.

The MNational Stripper Wl Association ( “ NSWA' ) 1 Gl 4 fowsledthdn only
national associatofaly representing the interests of the mnation’ s snallest
economcally- vulnerable oil and natural gas welks, betbee Adompietration and the

Federal bureaucracies. It is the  belief of , NSWwndrdsat powblucepsrators of
marginally- producing oil and gas wells have a dwnigod sobcerofS maxgarding
federal legislation and regulation. NSWA is de nesbeciabrend with nearly 8 0 0

nenbers nationwde across 4 3 states.

The MNorth Dhkota Petroleum Council ( “ NPC’ ) tiom aepresdatiagsoobae
than 5 9 0 conpanies involved in all aspectsndoftryhe omdludimpy gssl iand gas

production, refining, pipeline, transportationell amsl wnincagk, leasing, consultin
legal work, and o1l field service activitiesoutim Ihkoth, TIhkaetla, theS Rocky
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The Honorable Gna MCarthy, Administrator
August 2, 2016

Page 4

Muntain Region. Established in 1952, NPChod e naseh onenhanice t ot hgro
discovery, developnent, production, transportansenyatioefiniagl rnerketing of o1l
and gas in DMNorth Ihkota, South  Dnkota, and theegi Backy tbdbunpronot er

opportunities for open discussion, lawful inteathamge add iedwcanion concerning
the petroleum industry; to mnonitor and influbnoegdlegiorhatiactivties on the staf
and national level; and to accumulate and dimsencond¢ernimgfornhel petrol eum
industry to foster the best interests of yhe public and industr

The Chio Ol & (as Association ( “ QOGA" ) is wath trader aZsochalin
menbers involved in all aspects of the exploratndndevglraphmit ot crude oil and
natural gas resources wthin the State of his the Qpdlpleeprasdnt conpanies
directly responsible for the production of aspudearsllassowdtatreal products in Chio.

Founded in 1 955, the klahona Independent Petr¢l&ufd PA¥sdciatepnesents
nore than 2, 500 individuals and conpanies frod fkisheha’ gas oiilnduatry.
Established by independent oil and natural gas produprcosidbopangunified voice for
the industry, (PA is the state’ s largestssoclataod anturehe gaf 8ahe industry’
strongest advocacy groups.

The Pennsylvania Independent Ol & (as  Associatson a ( ol GEdSTHt i
corporation that was initially formed in 1 9 78 Ohs atnde Gindependenation of
Pennsylvania ( “ 10GA of PA’ ) to represent tha iintdapestdentof produbkbrs of

Pennsyl vania natural gas from conventional [inestene foamdtismsdst Effective April
I, 2010, [TOGA of PA and another Pennsylvappaestnadeg ageaveational o1l

and mnatural gas producers, Pennsylvania Ol and (GisPO&Sciationmerged and the
name of the mnerged organization changed to itsiCpf¢sentnenboeship ®Purrently

is approximately 5 0 0 nenbers: oil and naturel opgag podducemsiveddvonal and

unconventional formations in Pennsylvania;  drillingercome actompanies;  engineering
conpanies;  manufacturers; marketers; Pennsyl vanya Chmbils i otd illicensed natural

gas  suppliers ( “ NBs” ) professional  firms  andoyaddnsul bsness.  and PIOGA
promotes the interests of 1ts menbers in envisobhentadilly awdpomatural gas
operations, as well as the developnent of conpdtitadditiomzketsuses for

Pennsyl vani a- produced natural gas.

The Texas Alliance of Energy Producers ( “ Texaw Allistatéwde beca
organization in 2 0 0 0 rgathoffhewme of the oldest assbci&ions in the nation:

North Texas U1 & (as Association and the Wst | Ceftralas TeAmsociition. The
Texas Alliance 1is now the largest statewide oflonandn ghke asepuminy representing
Independent s. Wth nenbers in 3 4 states, ridse dfexdsehadlfliafce oo nenbers at
the local, state, and federal levels omstisgues wvital to the 1ind

The Texas Independent Producers & Royalty Owners TAMN6Figtioms (a“ trade
association representing the interests of 3, Odhd natndeydendgms prdducers and

royalty owners throughout Texas. As one of tthestatemiolke’ sasslowdges ons
representing both independent producers and royaltbersownexdude nmemmll famly
businesses, the largest, publicly- traded indepemdienm ngraklucewsers, estates, an
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trusts. Munbers of TIPRO are responsible foranpr®dicingeremmte oh the natural
and 7 0 percent of the oil wthin Texas, argd jown nicfilieomd  ofnt ereses  across
state.

Chartered in 1915, the Wst Mrginia Oliagandn Nut tir MWONGK ) Assos
one of the oldest trade organizations 1in ohby Ststociatand fhattheerves the enti
oil and gas industry. The activities of oetruoenbars eneluodanendal services,
drilling, conpletion, gathering, ftransportingprocdsstimgbution, an

The Independent Associations respectfully requestonthder Agthey follow ng
ssues.

A. SECTION 307(Dy(7)B) RECONSIDERATION ISSUES

1. The low production well (15 barrels of oil equivalent (“boe”)/day) exemption
from leak detection and repair (“LDAR”) and reduced emission completions
(“RECs”) requirements should be reinstated in the final rule and the
requirements regarding low production wells should be stayed pending
reconsideration.

In the proposed rule, EPA sought conment on anduderopesed pricdlucexon

wells (1. e. , those wth an average dailyl peqgduwtlontsoforl Bessbapee day) fr
REC and LDAR requirenents. 8 0 Fed Reg. 566 % bept3 4,1856a4D95)5

trades representing the independents wuniformly swppoodedtiome vied! exenptions.
Based on the ©preanble discussion of the Jlow pnptuonhion FRAII [iekened to,
underst ood, and accepted the argunents and commnts® ssml]l femthtiks” during the
Small Business Advocacy Review Panel ( “ Panel” ) ligumozessi,th iSectaamp 6 0 9 ( b)
the Regulatory Flexibility Act as anended by the ReSmdhi or Bustnéoscenent

Fairness At of 1996 ( “ SBREFA” ) . Snal l{ “eBERY ) represantatliugs trade
associations that are part of this petition, weitchwitdcldded Haal personnel, on
My 19, 2015, and June 1 8, 2015, and stbd t € SERsvri t t o s scogeenti
clear — the potential RBEC and LDAR requirenents stwounbroms flpecto of any
additional controls on their operations. Thew SERel wohpl aitleeke hopotential

requirenents would disproportionality inpact snahé SHERstiesplained the physical
differences associated with low production welly fpressgre, andrimmiime) and the
marginal profitability of low production wells. * getFPAit’seenmdd tetated in tl

preanbl e:
W believe the lower production associated withw these wells ([lo
production wells] would  generally result in  lower fugitive
em ssions. It 1s our understanding that fugwive emssions at
production well sites are inherently low angs that such well sit
mostly  owned and operated by small  businesses. W are

concerned about the burden of the fugitive emission requirenent
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on small businesses, in particular where tlere is little emnissi
reduction to be achieved.

8§ 0 Fed. Reg. 56639. Nurrerous  oil  andtioasural i nghedi hpadeangssofiathe
parties fto this petition filed comments in stuppest aed the weaeinprale behind
them

espite the information provided to FEPA during ddse aSEREFAnglroReport
of the Panel, FPA reversed course in the ver&ionandf dSdbpast pFovide the low
production exenption from either the REC or LDAR dequitterengireanble to  Subpart
Q00 that “ one commenter” stated that low pradudtheon * ydtlent ke’ to emt hig
fugitive emssions; “ another commenter”  stated rwhat shbaldLDBBR sonducted
quarterly or mnonthly; and “ one commenter”  praiated a arff® eisgnmiiteant”  nunber of
wells would be excluded under the low production wel Wiagxemppeawrs to be EPA s
principal reason for reversing course 1s that

[ S]takeholders indicated that well site {fugitmot emssions are
correlated with levels of production, but rather based on the
nunber of pieces of equipment and conponents. Therefore, we
believe that the fugitive emissions from low production and non

low production well sites are conparable.

8 1  Fed. Reg. 35856 . FPA s rationaleg athfmnctfugatiof ehessnomser a and
types of equipnent, and not operating parameters sandh vadunpressus inconsistent
with EPA s justification for what constitutesform &nnodxfscanpon™ell site. E
assumes that fracturing or refracturing an exicitelasg wohlssiwdsl because of the
additional production, i. e. , the additional. preskRAe camibt volgmere the laws o
physics to the detriment of low production wallsandn tlhee ‘idsmord them in
another context to elimnate an “ emissions indredse” theedquadkimional definition

“ modi fication.

The estimation or correlation of fugitive emusbeons or witthypeghe of n
conponents at low production versus mnon- low productnemn dicddssseeh during the
Panel process mnor was coment sought by FEPA in ethe pfbpodd®A muloposed to
correlate fugitive emissions at low productidrhe waldnben tewr wiipes of conponents
— in place of operating paraneters such as luone, presdependends veould have

been put on notice that additional informationeambededments ther issue. N su
coment was sought and FEPA rationale and revocaprowucef ont heellowexenption 1is
confoundi ng. A administrative stay of the RECmentd KEOARIawquroduction

wells 1s warranted pending outcome of the reconsidgrationA phoogh the effective
date of the requirenents has been extended 1 8 ©Of ddgs, regibatiompact s inmediate
on low production wells. The marginal profithbtlingnyw bellseamill be shut in
instead of wmking the investment to conduct LDARlagunweyslow pBioduction wells
that are currently in the planning stage wll take ido¢valuaded detation the
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additional costs of REG and it is Ilikelyllthatany heveldlansw ltlo ki scrapped.

the reasons set forth above, it 1s approprimdeondicder dHAn t oof griats 1 ssue.
2. The requirement in Section 60.5375a of Subpart O0O0O0a that requires a

separator be “onsite during the entirety of the flowback period” was not part
of the proposal and imposes an unnecessary cost on many conventional wells
drilled by independents.

From the inception of the Subpart 0000 rulenakingperat adepedomt
informed the Agency that operating paraneters durfingcerfilowbachydraulically

fractured wells, often what 1is referred to bks, “ comwenduohal’hat wea separator d
not “ work” or as FPA has focused on islenot tEPKAnicalityal Fygasisieens to

understand this point and states:

we do not have sufficient data to consistentidentandly accurately
the subcategory or types of wells for which theseur circunstances
regularly or what criteria would be wused as ethtiobaste for an ex
the REC requirenent such that a separator would teootbebe required
onsite for these specific well conpletions. oddne ofbese to acconm
concerns raised by commenters, the final ruletarequiocesbea separa
onsite during the entire flowback period for ssubcntegory Inonwell

exploratory or non- delineation wells, also  known welsl s)devel opnent
but does mnot require performance of REC where 4 separator cant
function. W anticipate a subcategory 1 wellnean deheproducing o
producing wells. W therefore anticipate REC ieguipnent ( includ
separators) to be onsite or nearby, or thdtt amsitseparator broug
nearby can be put to use. For the reason otstabeld eabove, we do
that requiring a separator onsite would incur rewsgntalith no envi
benefit.
8§ 1 Fed. Reg. 35881. Independent Assodieat conel usabe thate reguhring a
separator onsite throughout the entire flowbackcupernod cesuld inThe cost of havi

the separator on site i1s a significant costtatndn comldthbe operdimons of certair

operators. The existing regulations mke clearnughatbea useparedo during the
separation flowback stage and EPA has increasedirge ambcorahi thuamg associated
with the different stages of flow back. eqbnremddisjon therethese the general du
clause to reduce emssions. The requirenent r tondite throggendtothe flowback

process 18 an unnecessary cost to many indepeadenprovpdeat ave ddonomic benefit.
The proposed rule did notateontegplring a sepheatonsite throughout the flowback

process and in fact inferred just the oppesitset forldr, abege risasappropriate for

EPA to grant reconsideration of this issue.

3. Subpart O00Q0a added a variety of requirements associated with “technical
infeasibility” that were not purposed or even mentioned in the proposed rule
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that increase the cost of compliance with disproportionally impacts on
independent operators.

Wiile the Agency has appropriately accepted the conceptt (ttheathnically
feasible to inplement certain controls, FPA addudreaentanben Sfibpart 000

that were not proposed or discussed in the proposed rule:

x The final rule requires that Professional FEngifigersonfettPhiis) ofcert

pneunatic punps ( § 6 0. 539 3 a) or closed wvent systenmot ( § 6
technically feasible at brownfield sites. The BErtmildatiadd by

considerable cost wth no denonstrated benefits. of Ashessith mam
requitenents.  the independent operators do not ihevédoude tabi lmtot

these requirenents and are dependent on third- partyhs cdithagnerises
the envelope on new additional requirenents,  ecofwvors thd keager
operators and to the extent the contractors iraye availables far &
premum cost for the smaller entities and/ ororsndependent operat

x Wthout discussion in the proposed rule, the wgendy thas also
“ technical infeasibility” option for controls Nefthergrebnfiebdposiéd
rule nor Subpart OO0 dedtinecomdtitutes a browsimeld wreenfield.

A some point in tine a greenfield becones a nlbyowdbeeldthe — Mot
proposed rule fail to nention the concept ofgrdenfindlid]d Swlpast
Q00x  fails to provide any differentiation.

x The additional recordkeeping requirements added in aSubpatt e@IO0of
§60. 5420a(c) (1) (i11y (A, associgted whith wechniaudt 1nfe
part of the proposed rule, demonstrates that ot hmdedgdmngd fidiats ¢
such requirements disproportionally inpact snaull amnt iitndsperadeht m
producers and operators.

The additional requirements associated with tebhhycalwerenfemtibionly not
addressed in the proposed rule, but the Agencyr fadded addyesscongihd

disproportionate inpact they would have on independent operator

B. ADDITIONAL ISSUES IN NEED OF REVISION

The following issues were arguably addressed imingonet henarSi8REFAlu
and/ or mnotice and comment process, but  based onreaordevievhe ofl ndelpendent
Associations believe they warrant additional disdoperidemt Assdheatilons will
provide the Agency additional information on thesa. issues of co

I The definition of * modification” as it weélstesndtotheefld¥Rire
requitenents needs to be clarified and changedng ofTheel Fefrdotsri
not mnecessarily nean emssions wll increase. ncbmsei one  mwet |
the MNSPS definition of nwodification. As  curpent |y COOEE1 ned, Suk

b ay

would unjustifiably subject existing sources” ceddmtilyhavseennot ne
modi fied to extensive and costly requirenents.
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2. Certain oil wells should be exenpt from she LDSRniteqby;eneahere
should be a different definition of *“ low pressure well. ”

3. There should be an * off ranp” for e kAR ngequweddmentos  wh
new wells becone “ low production” or mnarginal wells.

4. Although Subpart OO0 provides a state equienledd®R process
progr ars, the procedure set forth in the regulatiens overby6 O .
burdensone to the point that states are unlildlves teof avdel then
provisions.

5. The digital/ video LDAR related requirementsnnécgséafly. amdl 2 0 a)
should be renoved.

6 . FPA should reinstate options to reduce theo canssabn ssuveeys
Wile certain operators mght prefer the consialensyrvefs, bi-nanyu
independent operators and small entities wvouldm sthel abehefyt tbr
reduce survey frequency by demonstrating few no rnkeskdiveluring co
SUrveys.

7 . Extended inplenentation periods are necessarforandnabbrrenteties

that lack the Dbargaining power and resources dapabllithes)in- tlhouse
contract with consultants to wundertake the survdgsunenttasitomg and
required by Subpart OO00(n.
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As  indicated above, the Independent

issues raised above. In
hesitate to contact ne.

ce: Janet MOibe, EPA
Peter Tsirigotis, EPA
hvid Cozzie, EPA
Bruce More, FPA

EPA-HQ-2018-001886

Admunistrator

Associatiahhi tiwiddl profiardmtion on  the
interim i fonsheor EPéonbasnsany pluasti do not

ect fuRbyp submitted,

Fibnwst D

Counsel to the Independent Associations
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Attachment 12

TXOGA, Petition for Reconsideration ( Aug. 2, 2016) ( excerpts)
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HUNTON & WILLIAMSE LLP

5 AARKET STREET

SUITE 3700

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 54105

TEL 415975« 3700
FAX 415975« 3701

SHANNORN & BROOME
DIRECT DIAL: 4150975« 371R
EMAIL: SBroome@hunton.com

August 2, 2016

VIA FACSIMILE-CERTIFIED MAIL-EMAIL

The Honorable Gina McCarthy The Honorable Janet McCabe
Administrator Assistant Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of Air and Radiation

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Mail Code: 1101A 1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20460 Mail Code: 6101A
mccarthy.gina@epa.gov Washington, DC 20460

Fax No: 202-501-1450 meccabe janet@epa.gov

Fax No: 202-501-0986

Re: Petition for Reconsideration

Dear Administrator McCarthy and Assistant Administrator McCabe:
Please find attached a Petition for Reconsideration filed on behalf of the Texas O1l &
Gas Association with respect to the rule entitled, Oi/ and Narural Gas Sector: Emission
Standards for New, Reconstructed, and Modified Sources, Final Rule, 81 Fed. Reg. 35,824
(June 3, 2016), codified at 40 C.F.R. Part 60, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505.
Feel free to contact me (415.975.3718) to discuss the Petition.
Sincerely,
Shannon S. Broome
Attachment

cc: Cory Pomeroy
Peter Tsirigotis

ATLANTA AUSTIN BANGEOR BEIING BRUSSELS CHARLOTTE DALLAS HOUSTON LONDON LOS ANGELES
Mol EAN MIAMD NEW YORE NORFOLK HALEIGH RICHMOND SAN FRANCISCO TORYO WASHINGTON

wiww. hunton.com Aﬁﬁach H/MWM thf% E 4 4@
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BEFORE THE ADMINISTRATOR
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

)
IN RE: OIL AND NATURAL GAS SECTOR: )
EMISSION STANDARDS FOR NEW, )
RECONSTRUCTED, AND MODIFIED SOURCES )
FINAL RULE, 81 FED. REG. 35,824 )

)

(JUNE 3, 2016)

DOCKET ID. NO.
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505

PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION

by

THE TEXAS OIL & GAS ASSOCIATION

SHANNON S. BROOME CHARLES H. KNAUSS
Hunton & Williams LLP Hunton & Williams LLP

575 Market Street 2200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Suite 3700 Washington, D.C. 20037

San Francisco, CA 94105 (202) 419-2003

(415)975-3718 cknauss@hunton.com

sbroome@hunton.com

Counsel for the Texas Oil & Gas Association

Dated: August 2, 2016
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I. INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to Section 307(d)}7)}B) of the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. § 7607(d)}(7)(B), the
Texas Oil and Gas Association (Petitioner or TXOGA) respectfully petitions the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA or Agency) to reconsider the nationally applicable
final action entitled, Oil and Natural Gas Sector: Emission Standards for New,
Reconstructed, and Modified Sources; Final Rule, 81 Fed. Reg. 35,824 (June 3, 2016),
codified at 40 C.F.R. Part 60, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505 (Oil and Gas Subpart OO00Oa Rule
or Final Rule). TXOGA informs the Agency that TXOGA also filed today a petition for
judicial review of the Oil and Gas Subpart OO0OOa Rule and that it intends to raise in that
litigation the issues on which reconsideration is requested below.
I, PETITIONER’S BACKGROUND AND RULEMAKING PARTICIPATION

The Texas O1l & Gas Association (“TXOGA”) is a non-profit corporation representing
the mterests of the oil and natural gas mdustry n the State of Texas. Founded in 1919 and
currently representing more than 5,000 members, TXOGA 1s the largest and oldest petroleum
organization in Texas. The membership of TXOGA produces in excess of 90 percent of
Texas’ crude o1l and natural gas, operates nearly 100 percent of the state’s refining capacity
and 1s responsible for the vast majority of the state’s pipelines. The Texas oil and natural gas
industry not only produces the products we use every day; it anchors our state’s economy. In
fund our schools, roads and emergency services. An important element of TXOGA’s purpose
is to advocate the interests of its members on legislative and regulatory matters at the federal,

state, and local levels. TXOGA has participated in EPA’s proceedings leading to issuance of

I/Page
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the Oil and Gas Subpart OO0OOa Rule, having filed extensive comments on the Proposed
Rule on December 4, 2015
III. BASES FOR RECONSIDERATION
A, EPA Must Convene a Reconsideration Proceeding Where, As Here, The
Grounds for Reconsideration That Are of Central Relevance to the

Ouvtcome of a Rule Arose After the Close of the Comment Period.

Clean Air Act Section 307(d)(7)(B) provides:

1, E%ew ever,

g g "w‘* TNy ':'ﬂ'«“‘
exceed aémg mmm

The criteria for convening a reconsideration proceeding are plainly met here.
IV, ISSUES FOR WHICH TXOGA REQUESTS RECONSIDERATION

TXOGA has had the opportunity to review and discuss the petition for reconsideration
filed by the American Petroleum Institute (API). We concur with and adopt the API petition
as our own with respect to the following issues:

1) The requirements for Certification by Professional Engineer finalized in §60.5411a(d)
for closed vent systems and §60.5393a for pneumatic pump technical infeasibility
determination at brownfield sites should be removed and stayed pending
reconsideration.

Comments of the Texas Oil & Gas Association on EPA s Oil and Natural Gas Sector: Emission Standards
\ lew and Modified Sources; Proposed Rule, 80 Feod, Reg, 56,593 (Sept. 18, 2015y, Docket No, EPA-HQ-
OAR 2010-0505-T058,

S A2 US.C 8 Te0T(dNTHE) (emphasis added).

2|Page
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2) Coincident with PE certification requirements for pneumatic pump technical
infeasibility determinations, EPA introduced but inadequately defined “greenfield”
site as there 1s no clarity with respect to determining when a greenfield site transitions
to a brownfield site. As well, it is inappropriate to categorically prohibit a claim of
technical infeasibility for greenfield sites.

3) Clarification is required regarding location of separator finalized in §60.5375a for well
completion operations.

4) The requirements in the final rule to document and report claims of technical
infeasibility related to capturing of emissions during a well completion were not
proposed and should be removed from the final rule.

5) Flares for control of Subpart OOOO affected facilities Should Not be Subject to 40
CFR § 60.18 retroactively

6) Clarification is required for boilers and process heaters used to reduce emissions,
particularly as used for pneumatic pumps.

7) The compliance assurance requirements for a closed vent system (CVS) routing
emissions from a pneumatic pump to a control device should be aligned to the
requirements for storage vessels and not centrifugal and reciprocating compressors as
currently finalized.

8) There should be a pathway to reduce LDAR survey frequency to annual for well sites
and semi-annual for compressor stations.

9) There should be an exemption from LDAR requirements for new low production wells
and a pathway to discontinue LDAR at new wells that become low production wells.

10) O1l wells should be exempt from the LDAR requirements.

11) The timing of LDAR Surveys should be updated to allow for integration into existing
LDAR programs.

12y The LDAR requirements must include adequate provisions to account for extreme
weather in cold climates.

13) There should be a simple process for determining State Equivalency for the LDAR
requirements at the State level; not just the process outlined in §60.5398a for
Alternative Means of Emissions Limitations.

14) The definition of modification for LDAR should only include wells that are
hydraulically refractured in combination with the installation of new production
equipment on site.

15) The digital photo/video requirements associated with LDAR provision in §60.5420a
should be removed.

16) Monitoring plan observation path and sitemap requirements under §60.5397a(d) are
excessive and should be removed.

17) Delay of Repair Provisions require additional clarity.

3/Page
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18) Issues with Compliance Demonstration Requirements for Combustion Devices and
Flares Not Addressed.

19) Requiring use of the Compliance and Emissions Data Reporting Interface (CEDRI) if
EPA releases the electronic reporting form 90 days prior to the report due date 1s
insufficient for compliance.

20) The definition of Capital Expenditure should be removed in §60.5430 of Subpart
0000 and the OO0QOa procedure for calculating capital expenditure should be
revised.

21)YEPA should clarify that coil tubing cleanouts and screenouts are not subject to the
provisions in §60.5430a.

22y Additional Technical Corrections.

Respectfully submitted,

e S S

Shannon 8. Broome
Hunton & Williaras LLP
575 Market Street

Suite 3700

San Francisco, CA 94105
(415)975-3718
sbroome@hunton.com

Charles H. Knauss

Hunton & Williams LLP

2200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, D.C. 20037

(202) 419-2003
cknauss@hunton.com

Counsel for the Texas Oil & Gas Association

Dated: August 2, 2016
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

A copy of the preceding was sent on August 2, 2016 to the following via facsimile, certified
mail and email:

The Honorable Gina McCarthy The Honorable Janet McCabe
Administrator Assistant Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of Air and Radiation

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Mail Code: 110TA 1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20004 Mail Code: 6101A

mecarthy. gina(@epa. gov Washington, DC 20460

Fax No.: 202-501-1450 mecabe.ianetl@ena.gov

Fax No.: 202-501-0986

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Correspondence Control Unit

Office of General Counsel

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW

Mail Code: 2310A

Washington, DC 20460
garbow . avi@epa.gov

Shannon S. Broome
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Attachment 13

Letter from E. Scott Pruitt, Admnistrator, [I Sto HBward . Fel dman,
APT, et al. ( Apr. 1 8, 2017)
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‘ﬁxﬁﬂ @M%
g 3 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
3 M g WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460
% &

April 18, 2017

THE ADMINIBTHATOR

Mr. Howard J. Feldman
American Petroleum Institute
1220 L Street, NW
Washington. D.C. 20005

Ms. Shannon S. Broome

Counsel for the Texas Oil and Gas Association
Hunton & Williams LLP

375 Market Street. Suite 3700

San Francisco. California 94105

Mr. James D. Elliott

Counsel to the Independent Associations
Spilman Thomas & Battle PLLC

1100 Bent Creek Boulevard, Suite 101
Mechaniesburg, Pennsylvania 17050

Mr. Matt Hite

GPA Midstream Association
229 V2 Pennsylvania Avenue, SE
Washington. D.C. 20003

RE:  Convening a Proceeding for Reconsideration of Final Rule. “Oil and Natural Gas Sector:
Emission Standards for New. Reconstructed and Modified Sources.” published June 3.
2016, 81 Fed. Reg. 35824

Dear Mr. Feldman, Ms. Broome. Mr. Elliott and Mr. Hite:

This letter concerns petitions from the American Petroleum Institute. Texas Oil and Gas
Association. Independent Associations and GPA Midstream Association, all dated August 2, 2016.
to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requesting reconsideration, and in some
circumstances an administrative stay, of provisions included in the EPA’s final rule titled *Oil and
Natural Gas Sector: Emission Standards for New. Reconstructed and Modified Sources,” 81 FR
35824 (June 3, 2016). pursuant to section 307(d)}(7}(B) of the Clean Air Act and section 705 of the
Administrative Procedure Act.

intemet Addrass (URL) & hiip/fevww.spa.goy
Recyclod/Recyclable # Printed with Vegelable Ol Based Inks on 100% Posiconsumer. Process Chiorne Eres Recyoled Papar
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We find that the petitions have raised at least one objection to the fugitive emissions
monitoring requirements included in the Final Rule (§60.5397a and associated provisions) that
arose after the comment period or was impracticable to raise during the comment period and that
is of central relevance to the rule under 307(d)(7)(B) of the CAA. Therefore, by this letter the EPA
is convening a proceeding for reconsideration of those fugitive emissions monitoring
requirements.

Among the issues raised in the petitions that meet the requirements for reconsideration
under CAA section 307(d)(7)(B) are objections regarding the provisions for requesting and
receiving an alternative means of emission limitations and the inclusion of low-production wells.
These provisions, or certain aspects of these provisions. were not included in the proposed rule so
the public could not have raised objections to these provisions during the public comment period.
As part of the reconsideration process, the EPA will provide an opportunity for notice and
comment on the issues raised in the petitions that meet the standard of CAA section 307(d)(7HB).
as well as any other matter we believe will benefit from additional comment.

As a result of this reconsideration, the EPA intends to exercise its authority under CAA
section 307 to issue a 90-day stay of the compliance date for the fugitive emissions monitoring
requirements. Sources will not need to comply with these requirements while the stay is in effect.

This letter does not address other requests for reconsideration raised in these and other
petitions. Nor does it address the merits of. or suggest a concession of error on, any issue raised in
the petitions.

If you have any questions concerning this action, please contact Mr. Peter Tsirigotis in the
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards at (888) 627-7764 or airaction@epa.gov.

Respectfully yours,

~ E. Scott Pruitt
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Attachment 14

Letter from Bakeyah Nelson,
Admnistrator, EPA. ( My

EPA-HQ-2018-001886

Air Aliance

25, 201

3/2/2018

Houst on,
7))

et al. |, to E
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My 25, 2017

Admnistrator E Scott Pruitt

OFfice of the Admnistrator, (bde 1101 A
Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N W

Véshi ngt on, DC 20460

Re: Reconsideration and Stay of EPA’s Methane New Source Performance Standards for
the Oil and Natural Gas Sector

Dear Admnistrator Pruitt:

W wite to convey our opposition to your Apecbnsid8r doposient tprovisions
of the currently effeutriavce partfandards for newdifindd npources 1in the oil and
natural gas sector, which will reduce harnfulm mgthpokl ut1empg- dod toxic
emssions from these sources. W also oppose Yaur stabat ddosient gutovi sions.

In a letter you sent to several oil and ngasonindmsitly 1a%sociayow indicated that
you intend to reconsider and stay requirenenéquipoentindeaknd fpxomsing that

“ sources wll not mneed to conply wth thesethequtegnentss iwhileffect. ” The
current conpliance date for these requirenents isThiJunestdy, wild 0ilndrease health
risks for nunerous Anericans living in close peodindthertofaseli¢ies, which will

emt significant anounts of additional hazardoung apdl lumgn fathmt  woul d

otherwise have been reducedstay Wkl also addoft hdwmndof nethane, a highly
potent greenhouse gas, tphenm almwady overburdenbd heat- trapping pollutants.
Further, the stay wll cause the waste of fsulsltwallial natolnetes gas.

The leak detection and repair provisions thaensyoto deayerarchrehe cornerstone of
EPA" s mnethane standards. They require oil anbe ggwovaperat arymu sense
solutions to mponitor their infrastructure andr egoipmdatitify ende then repair
conponents that are leaking natural gas ( the pnedoofnawhicbonpen nethane) into
the air. The agency projects that the Ireak cqletoetinms arddneepaill deliver

over half of the rule’ s methane reductions tandf neardy tékile giercepol lution
reduct i ons, including known human carcinogens leke beogzeneions dhso wll result
in substantial reductions of wvolatile organic feompognasyd- Mueh ozone,  the
prinmary conponent of snog

Suspending these requirements would allow thousandsl edf omewlndi fred wells and

conpressor stations across the country to comtimedunksakiofg thasg harnful air
pollution, posing serious health risks to commumdiesorkedfanmliesSuch an action
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would leave the people living and working in urlpeeotectednumbiles delaying

modest conpliance expenditures by the oil and fasowoonpadiespetdpe new and
modi fied wells—expenditures that represent a Hesmy clmpetmies’ of tems of billions
of dollars 1n annual revenues.

These measures are highly cost- effective, evaly Worhoute acdowmte and health
benefits of preventing leaks. In public testosmedy rohe, EPAL slepkopdetection and
repait conpany indicated that it provides sumedys fand $olhEr0 soperces have
docunented similarly modest costs. Mreover,  caenpllicmkce dewietch 1 crh and  repair
provisions wll prioritize taxpayers interesburcby ¢hstrimguldesotherwise be
leaked to the atnosphere are instead captureddargteghgr tadoptseon of nethane
mtigation practices wdl ptelphetricans to wvorlethame thatigation industry,

which represents over 1 30 U S conpanies witth eMavcat st e,in ldlpming to
recover otherwise wasted gmaturalhe stay will hares ddmgfan provide nethane
mtigation technologies and services — 6 0 % usinesswsh are small b

FPA" s mnethane standards omast pabiections that rewdl cemsmmnities benefit from

these common sense best practices—and not just sthoss Lhattellaven adopted such
regul ations. These provenel statendheds—includingemegpe in Colorado, Chio, and
Wom ng—demonstrate that protective pollution neaselgs censisteni wth continued
devel opnent and economic tlgrow The purpose of natdenabndstanglection 1 1 1 of the
(Jean Air At 1is to ensure that all Awericanssowrees prof echaedfdlro pollution.

The stay, however, williohsavel mfnericans at  risk

A broad and diverse sdiolddrs stakgports the durmewt gms standards, including
lawnakers in major producing states, small  busrnagsespr kenanufagt oups,

investors, health profesbloval bealthu groups, iohabor apmd environmental

organi zations. Polling during the rule’ s comehat pér7od pshosetl of Americans
supported the proposed safeguards.

W strongly urge vyou to adhere to the ruleattengtadtinestayndtheot leak detection
and repair provisions.

You can contact Peter pzdlzdl @df. orer 303 -447-7214 to further discus:

Respectfully submtted,

Bakeyah Nelson laura Belleville

Air  Alliance Houston Appalachian Trail Conservancy
Georgia Mirray Jessica Fckdish

Appalachian Muntain ub BlueGeen Alliance
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Rebecca Roter Lauren Pagel
Breathe FEasy Susquehanna County Eart hvor ks
Peborah  Burney- Signan, Ph. D Taylor Thonas
Breathe UWah Fast Yard Commmities for Environnental
Justice
Jill Wener
Catskill CQtizens for Safe Energy Peter Zalzal
Environmental [Defense Fund
Wlliam Snape
Center for Biological Dversity Adam Kron
Environmental Integrity Project
Veronica Coptis
Center for Coalfield Justice Howard A Learner
Environmental Law & Policy Center
Sue  Chiang
Center for FEnvironnental Health HDane Dreier
Gas IDrilling Awareness (balition of
Joseph Gis Mnott, Esq. Luzerne County, Inc.
(dean Ar Council
Anber  Reinondo
Conrad Schnei der (rand Canyon Trust
(Jean Air Task Force
Todd larsen
John Noél (reen Amwrica
(Jean Witer Action
Tanja Srebotnjak
Joseph K Lyou, Ph. D Harvey Midd College
Coalition for (dean Ar
Susan Stephenson
Benton Ibwell Interfaith Power & Light
Common  Ground Rising
Mdeleine Foote
Pete Mysmth league of Conservation Voters
Conservation (blorado
Ranjana Bhandari
Sean Mhoney Liveable Arlington
(onservation Law Foundation
Mureen Drouin
Pems Foster Mine Conservation Wters
Conservation WWoters New Mxico
Conservation Voters New Mxico EducatiBabecca Boulos
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Attachment 1

Letter from David Doniger,

NRDC, et

EPA ( June 1, 201 7)
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al .

, Pruet E. Adsaotistrator, U
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June 1, 2017

Admnistrator E Scott Pruitt

ffice of the Admnistrator, (ode 1 101 A
Environmental Protection Agency

1 200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N W

Véshi ngt on, DC 20460

Request for Wthdravwal of Stay of Mthane O] awdiofss MNSPS Prov

Dear  Admnistrator Pruitt,

The wundersigned organizatieetfuldsp request thathdreow thie 9 0 - day stay of
provisions of the 2016 Nw Source PerformanCel Stadda€dls fbndushey Sector
that you signed on My 2 6 and posted publicly yesterday at

https: / / www epa. gov/ sites/ production/ files/ 5 @ D days®ay./ pddcunents/ fr

The undersigned are anong the mnore than 6 0 oogeniystionn Wy @5, 2017,
ask you not to stay the long- sought leak edgicetwmts asdhadpaid to take full
effect on June 3, 2017. The stay asseislemld detsdctriday amdernsepdilr
requirenents, plus two additional requirenents ydu tdiegndhdd 4dhatintent to stay
only vyesterday.

The stay should be wthdrawn in its entiretyggabecaugdorydy Itackstlay these
regulations under section 3 07 ( d) ( 7) ( B stfaythenddd earhi sAi rpr ocitsi on  r&quire:
a valid reconsideration proceeding under that hsubfetragraph redondideration
proceeding may be openedif based on objections that could not practicably have
raised during the comment period in the rulemduerp, arandf ifcentheal relevance to
the outcome of the rulecase, Innonei of theonobphcthonyou purported to have
opened a reconsideration proceeding neets theseremdwteshold requi

First, the objections were in fact raised dundng the sommmeotsepe by multiple
conment ers. Second, FPA s dispositions of ide watderw thout qugsdéstion

logical outgrowths of the original proposal awédivebde conffdmtsd, rethe objections a
not of central relevancecotw ohe that rule. | the Futtdher is 1llegally overbroad
because it affects far ndube’of theguirenents tiheplieated by the mnarrow

objections on which you purport to base reconsideration.

Wthout the predicate of wvalid bases for reevasidorasubhorityoutoh issue a stay.
Watever authority vyou may have to 1initiate newaruleemkihg posdibly changing
an existing regulation, you must do so thromegmt arulemnmée ngand hacomconplies

with section 307 (d) (1) through ( 6 ) sof farhe neAet rul enzfhase dor owicti on
include any authority to stay existing reguheteons.the Weesholdasconditions for
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reconsideration under section 3 0 7 ( d) ( 7 ) étBhg asceulnofonpresmat, reemin 1in
effect wuntil wvalidly changed.

As the My 25 letter explains, your stay hadih toaustchousamgmrabie the nenbers
of the wundersigned organizations and nany thougamsistuatfedsifmbnrdans. It wll
increase health risks for Ammimers living inoxchosy po covered wells and
other facilities, which will emt significantal admumstrsdowsf adllitsnog- formng
pollution that would otherwise have been reducedlso Thdd stdpuserkds of tons of
methane, a highly potent greenhouse gas, todwnowtrinspdered alirtda heat-
trapping pollutants, harmng all Americans afangesk @fd chagiateg csubstantial
volunes of natural gas.

For these reasons, we respectfully ask thatayyourmedibhdedw sbe that the Rule
will take full effect on June 3, 2017, as required.

As lead contact for the signatories, ddomgerdamdecowopet ( 202 ) 289-2403
further discuss this request.

Respectfully submitted,

Peter Zalzal

Fnvironnental Defense Fund
20860 Broadway, Ste. 300
Boul der, (O 80302

Dhrin  Schroeder

Oean Ar Task TForce

I 8  Tremont, Suite 530
Boston, My 02108

Counsel for Earthworks

Adam Kron

Environment al
1000 Sermont
Véshi ngt on, e

Integrity Project
Ave.  NW
20005

EPA-HQ-2018-001886

Sui

hvid Doniger
Natural Resources [Defense Council
1152 15th St. NWY Suite 300
Vs hi ngt on, DC 20005
Tim Ballo
Farthjustice
I 6 25 Mssachusetts Ave. NW
Suite 7 0 2
Vishi ngt on, DC 20036
Counsel for Sierra Club and Clean Air
Council
te IJdafin® Mrie Spalding
Sierra ub
2 1 O¥bster Street, Suite 1 300
Geakland, CA 94612
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Attachment 16

u S EPA adl and MNatural s Sector: Fm ssi oandSt Mhdafded for N
Sour ces ,Proposed Rule, 8 0 Fed. Reg.t. 548359 2 00 Sep ( excerpts)
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 60
[EPA-HO-OAR-2010--0508, FRL-2928-75~
OAR]

RN 20608530

il and Natural Gas Sector: Emission

Standards for New and Modified
Sources

AGENCY: BEnvironmental Protection
Agency (EPA).

ACTION: Proposed rule.

sumMaRrY: This action proposes to
amend the new source performance
standards (NSPS) for the oil and natural
gas source calegory by setting standards
for both methane and volatile organic
mmmumd&; (VOC) for certain
equipment, processes and activities
across this source category. The
Environmental Pm?mé on Agency (EPA)
is including requirements for methane
emissions in this proposal because
methane is a greenhouse gas (GHG), and
the oil and natural gas category is
currently one of the country’s largest
emitters of methane. In 2009, the EPA
found that by causing or contributing to
climate change, GHGs endanger both the
public health and the public welfare of
current and future generations. The EPA
is proposing both methane and VOC
standards for several emission sources
not currently covered by the NSPS and
,m posing methane standards for certain
emission sources that are currently
regulated for VOC. The proposed
amendents also extend the current VOC
Mamﬁarm to the remaining unregulated
equipment across the source category
and additional ywtabi sh methane
standards for this equipment. Lastly,
amendments to improve
implementation of the current NSPS are
being p"mpw&;wd which result from
reconsic ideration of certain issues ra
n petitions for reconsideration that
were received by the Administrator on
the August Mi», 2012, final N&PG for the
oil and natural gas sector and related
am@md\m ris. Exo&pf for the
implementation improvements and the
setting of standards for methane, these
amendments do not change the
requirements for operations already
covered by the current standards.
oatES: Comments, Comments must be
received on or before November 17,
2015, Under the F’”amrwmk Reduction
Act(PRA)Y, comments on the information
collection provisions are best assured of
consideration if the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB)
receives a copy of your commenis on or

alsed
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before November 17, 2015, The EPA
will hold public h@arimga on the
proposal. Details will be announced in
a separate announcement.

ADDRESSES: Submif your comments,
identified by Docket 1D Number EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0505, to the Federal
eRulemaking Portal: mm s
www.regulations.gov. Follow the online
instructions for submitting comments.
Once submitted, comments cannot be
edited or Wi‘%‘hmaww The EPA may
publish any comment received to ils
public docket. Do not submit
ronically any information you
tal Business
information (Ck her information
whose disclosure i@ restricted by statute.
Multimedia submissions (audio, video,
etc.) must be accor ‘mpameeﬁ by a written
comment. The written comiment is
consideread the official comment and
should include discussion of all points
you wish to make. The EPA will
generally not consider wmmmmm
comment contents located outside of the
primary submission (i.e. on the web,
cloud, or other file sharing system). For
additional submission methods, the full
EPA public comment policy,
information about CEI «:;w multimedia
submissions, and general guidance on
making effective comments, please visit
hitp:/fwww2 epa.gov/dockets/
commenting-epa-dockels.

Instructions: All submissions must
include agency name and respective
docket number or Regulatory
Mmmmf ion Number (RIN) for this
rulemaking. Direct your comments {o
Dmlm \D Number EPA-HQ-O AR~
20100505, The EPA’s policy is that all
comments received will be included in
the public docket without change and
may be rmade available online at
WWW@QW&M;‘M@ gov, including any
personal information provided, unless
the comment includes information
claimed to be confidential business

information (CBI) or other information
whose disclosure is restricted by statute.
Do not submit information that you
consider to be CBI or otherwise
wm?wfm through www.regulations.gov
or I. (See section HLEB below for
'm‘zmo? ion s:,(m submitting information
claimed as CBIL) The

WWWJQ}UMWM gov Web site is an
“anonymous access’’ system, which
means the EPA will not know your
identity or contact information unless
you wwiﬁ@ it in the body of your
cormment. If you submit an electronic
mmm@m? hrough www. regulations.gov,
the EPA recormmends that you include
your name and other contact
information in the body of your
comment and with any disk or CO-ROM

3/2/2018

you submit. If the EPA cannot read vour
comment due to technical difficulties
and cannot contact you for clarification,
the EPA rmay nol be able to consider
your comment. If you send an email
comment di mot v to the EPA without
going through www. rcegufﬂiazmgo%
your email address will be
automatically caplured and included as
part of the comment that is placed in the
public docket and made available on the
Irternet. Electronic files should avoid
the use of special characters, any form
ez}fmcwm on and be free of any defects
or viruses, For addit Cma? information
about the EPA’s public docket, visit the
EPA Docket Center homepage at:
www.epa.gov/epahome/dockets him.
Docket: Th@ EF’A hes established &
docket for this rulemaking under Docket
1D Number EPA-HQ-0OAR-2010-0505,
All documents in the docket are listed
in the www . regulations.gov index.
Although listed in the index, some
information is not publicly available,
e.g., CBI or other information whose
disclosure is restricted by statute.
Certain other material, f’:»UCh as
copyrighted material, ol pﬁm%ﬂ on
the Internet and will be pu licly
available only in hard copy. Publicly
available dwt\aﬁ materials are available
either electronically in
WWWI@QUMNOF? s.gov oF in hard copy at
in EF’A Docket Center, EPA WIC West
Building, Room Number 3334, 1301
bmmﬂ; tution Avenue NW., Wash Hngtorn,
DC. The Fublic Reading Rum m s open
from 8:30 a.m. {o 4:30 p.m., Monday
through Friday, excluding legal
holidays. The telephone number for the
Public Reading Room is (202) b66-1744,
and the tel %DWBW@ number for the EPA
Docket Center is (202) 5661742,
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
information concerning this aof on, or
for other information concerning the
EPA’s Oil and Natural Gas Sector
mgmam v program, contact Mr. Bruce
Maoore, Sector Policies and Programs
Division (E143-05), Office of Alr
Quality F’imn”wg and Standards,
Environmental Protection /‘xg@my
Research Triangle Park, North Carolina
27711, telephone number: (819) 541
5460; facsimile number: (919} 541-3470;
email address: moore bruceflepa.gov,
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Outline.
The information presented in this
preamble is organized as follows:
i. Preamble Acronyms and Abbreviations
il Executive wummary
A, Purpose of the Regulatory Action
B. Summary of the Major Provisions of the
Regulstory Action
C. Costs and Benefits
. General information
his reconsideration notice apply
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B. What should | consider as | prepare my
comments to the EFAY
C. How do | oblain a copy of this document
and other related information?
V. Background
A Statutory Background
B. Whaf are the regulatory history and
itigation background regarding
m@rfc»rmanm standargs for the oil and
natural gas source category?
C. Events Leading to This Action
V. Why is the& P A Proposing to Establish
fMethane Standards in the Ol and
Natural Gas N8P87
Vi The Oil and Natural Gas Source Category
Listing Under Clean Air Act Section
TTHBY A
A Impacts of GHG, VOC, and 8O,
Emissions on Public Health and Welfare
B. Stakeholder Input
VI Summary of Proposed Standard
A, Control of Methane and VOC Emissions
in the il and Neatural Gas Source
Category
B. Centrifugal Compressors
C. Reciprocating Compressors
D. Pneumatic Controllers
=, Pneumatic Pumps
F.Well C{mm etions
G. Fugitive Emissions from Well Sites and
f"““wmprefmwr Stations
1. Egui pm@m Leaks at Natural Gas
Processing Plants
i Liguids Unloading Operations
J. Recordkeeping and «e&pmt”w
Vil Rationale for Proposed Action for N\W\b
AL How does EFA evaluate control costs in
this action?
B. Proposed Standards for Centrifugal
Compressors
C. Proposed Standards for Reciprocating
Compressors
D. Proposed Standards for Pneumatic
Controllers
E. Proposed Standards for Pneumatic
Pumps
F. Proposed Standards for Well
Completions
G. Proposed Standards for Fugitive
Emissions from Well Sites and
Compressor Stations
H. Proposed Standards for Equipment
Leaks at Natural Gas Processing Plants
Liguids Unloading Operations
X, Implementation Improvements
A Storage Vessel Control DW'C@
Monitoring and Testing Provisions
B. Other Improvements
xt Generation Compliance and Rule
Effectiveness
A mcﬁmpmdw Third-Party Verifica
B.oF ug ives Emissions Verification
C. Third- E’“*earty nformation Reporting
D Electronic Reporting and Transparency
. Impacts of This Pmp%w Rule
/ﬁs. What are the air impacts?
B. What are the energy impacls?
C. What are the compliance costs?
D. What are the economic and employment
impacts?
E. What are the benefits of the proposed
standards?
X, Statutory and Executive Order Reviews
A, Executive Order 12866: F{egu atory
Planning and Wrw iew and Executive
Order 13563 Improving Regulation and
Regulatory Review

X.

tion
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B. Paperwork Re uctim Act {F’W{A}

C. Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA)

D, Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1985
(UMRA)

cutive Qrder 13132 Federalism

xecutive Order 13175 Consultation
and Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments

G. Executive Order 13045 Protection of
Children from Environmental Health
Risks and Safety Risks

xecutive Order 13211 Actions

e}mem'm Regulations that
& cm ficantly Mfem Energy Supply,
Distribution, or Use

i Naizimai Te«&{:hrmmgy Transfer and
Advancement Act (INTTAA)and 1 CFR
part 51

J. Executive Order 12898: Federal ﬂ\ctimm
o Address Envirenmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low- E ncome
Populations

. Prearnble Acronyms and
Abbreviations

Several acronyms and terms are
included in this preamble. While this
may not be an exhaustive list, {o ease
the reading of this preamble and for
reference purposes, the following terms
and acronyms are defined here:

ANGA  America’s Natural Gas Alliance

APl American Petroleum Institute

bbl  Barrel

D Background Information Document
Barrels of Oil Equivalent

Barrels Per Day

System of Emissions Reduction
e, Toluene, Ethylbenzene and

bpd

BSER

BTEX Benz
Kylenes

CAA Clean Air Act

CFR  Code of Federal Regulations

CPMS  Continuous Paramelric
Systems

=IA - Energy Information Administration

A Environmental t@’m‘tﬁectim Agency
GOR  Gas to Oil Rati

HAF Hazardous Air wmm tants

HPD O HPDL LLC

LDAR  Leak Detection and Repair

Mcf  Thousand Cubic Feet

NE!  National Emissions Inventory

S National Energy Modeling System
NESHAP National Emissions Standards for
ardous Air Pollutants

Monitoring

NSRS  New Source Performance Standards

NTTAA National Technology Transfer and
Advancement Act of 1985

OAQPS  Office of Alr Quality Planning and
Standards

OGl Optical Gas Imaging

OMB  Office of Management and Budget
OVA  Olfactory, Visual and Auditory
PRA mp@rwmk Reduction Act

PTE  Potential to Emit

REC Reduced Emissi am@ Cﬁmp etion
RFA  Regulatory Flexibility Act

RiA  Regulatory | ﬁwct Am ym

scth  Btandard Cubic Fe t pu +our
M'ﬁm S mﬁard Cubic Feet per Minute
5 Significant Economic mwct ona

Substantial Number of Small Entit
tpy  Tons per Year
TSD  Technical Support Document
TTN  Technology Transfer Network
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UMRA  Unfunded Mandates Reform Act
VYCS  Voluntary Consensus Standards
VOC Volatile Organic Compounds
VRU Vapor Recovery Unit
. Executive Summary
A. Purpose of the Regulatory Action
The purpose of this action is fo

propose ar mendmenis to the NSPS for
the oil and natural gas source category.
To date the EFA has established

standards for emissions of VOC and
sulfur dioxide (8G,) for several
operations in the source category. In this
action, the EPA is proposing to amend
the N@Pﬁi to include standards for
reducing methane as well as VOC
emissions across the oll and natural
source category (Le., production,
processing, transmission and storage).
The EPA is including requirements for
methane emissions in this proposal
because methane s a GHG and the oil
and natural gas category is currently one
of the country’s largest emitters of
methane. In 2008, the EPA found that by
causing or contributing to climate
change, GHGs endanger both the public
health and the public welfare of current
and future generations.t Thess proposed
amendments would require reduction of
methane as well as VOC across the
SOUICe cat@@@ Y.

in addition, the proposed

amendments momﬁe improvernents o
several aspects of the existing standards
related to implementation. These
improverments and the setling c&f
standards for methane are a r
reconsi ideration of certain s:’s:,u% raised

in petitions for reconsideration that
were received by the Administrator on
the August 10, 2012, NSPS (77 FR
49490) and on the September 13, 2013,
amendments (78 FR 58416). Except for
these implementation improvements,
these proposed amendments do not
change the requirements for operations
and equipment already covered by the
current standards,

gas

B. Summary of the Major Frovisions of
the Regulatory Action

‘oposed amendments include
standards for methane and VOC for
certain new, maodified and reconstructed
equipment, processes and activities
across the oil and natural gas source
category. These emission sources
include those that are currently
unregulated under the current NSPS
(hydraulically fractured ol well

o Wﬂp letions, pneumatic pumps and
fugitive emissions from well sites and
mmp“mww stations), those that are
currently regulated for VOC but nof for
methane (hydraulically fractured gas
well completions, equipment leaks at
natural gas processing plants), and

Attachments 166

ED_001544_00000004-00171



Federal Register /Vol.

80, No. 181/Friday, Septem

ber 18, 2015/Proposed  Rules

56595

certain equipment that are used across
the source category, but which the
current NSPS regulates VOC emissions
from only a subset of these equipment
{(prieumatic controllers, centrifugal
COMPTessors, recipr rocatir ing

compre :3:3%“5&;}, with the exception of
compressors located at well sites.

&a@ed m the EPA’s analysis (see
section VL), we believe it is ””mm rtant
to r@gu ataz methane from the oil and gas
sources already regulated for VOC
emissions to provide more consistency
across the gory, and that the best
systern of emission reduction (BSER) for
methane for all these sources is the
same as the BSER for VOC. Accordingly,
the current VOC standards also reflect
the BSER for methane reduction for the
same emission sources, In addition,
with mpm? o @qu p*ﬂem used
category-wide of which only a subset of
those equipment are covered under the

S8 VOC standards (i.e., pneumatic
controllers, and mmw ressors located
other than at well sites), EPA’s analysis
shows that the BSER for reducing VOC
fr rom the remaining unregulated
equipment o be the same as the BSER
for those currently regulated. The EPA
is therefore proposing to extend the
current VOU standards fw these
equi EC}*‘{‘M%”%? o the remaining unregulated
equipment.

The additional sources for which we
are proposing methane and VOC
standards were evaluated in the 2014
white papers (EPA Docket Number
EPA-HO-0OAR-2014-0557). The papers
summarized the EPA’s understanding of
VOO and methane emissions from these
sources and also presented the EPA's
understanding of mitigation techniques
{practices and equipment) available fo
reduce these emissions, including the
efficacy and cost of the technologies and
the prevalence of use in the industry.
The EPA received 26 submissions of
peer review comments on these papers,
ami nore than 43,000 comments from

he public. The information gained
m rough this process has improved the
EPA's understanding of the methane
and VOC emissions from these sources
and the mitigation fechnigues available
to control them,

The EPA has also received extensive

"w“ helpful input from state, local and

ribal governments exper rienced in these

w@ra? ons, industry organizations,
individual companies and others with
data and experience. This information
has been immensely helpful in
determining appropriate standards for
the various sources we are proposing to
regulate. I has also heimd the EPA
design this proposal so as to
complement, not complicate, existing
state requir “‘rszs:, EPA acks ww!edgm

[
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that a state may have more stringent
state requirements {c—} g., fugitives
monitoring and repair program). We
believe that affected sources already
complying with more st ng% state
requirements may also be in compli
with this rule. We solicit comment on
how to determine whethw existing state
mqu irements (Le., monitoring, record
keeping, and mpm ing) Wméd
demonsirate compliance with this
federal rule,

During development of these
proposed requirements, we were
mindful that some facilities that will be
subject to the proposed EPA standards

will also be subject 1o current or future
mqu%mmmm of the Department of
interior's Bureau of Land Management
(BLM)Y rules covering production of
natural gas on Federal lands. We
believe, to minimize confusion and
unnecessary burden on the part of
owners and operators, it is important
that the EPA requirements not conflict
with BLM requirements. As a result,
EPA and BLM have maintained an
ongeing diamgue& during development of
this action to identify wppmmm” ies for
alignment md Waym fo minimize
potential conflicting requirements and
will continue to coordinate through the
agencies’ respective proposals and final
rulemakings.

Following are brief summaries of
these sources and the proposed
standards,

Compressors. The EPA is proposing a
95 percent reduction of methane and
VOC emissions from wet seal centrifugal
compressors across the source gory
{except for those located at well sites).2
For reciprocaling compressors across
the source oa?@gm“y (except for those
located at well sites), the EPA is
;:} ur}{m ng fo r@sdum methane and VOC

erissions by requiring that owners and/
or operators of these compressors
replace the rod packing based on
specified hours of operation or elapsed
calendar months or route emissions
from the rod packing to a process
through a closed vent system under
negative pressure. See sections VLH k3
and C of this preamble for furthe
discussion,

Freumatic mm‘mﬁem The EPA s
proposing a natural gas bleed rate limit
of 6 standard cubic feet per hour (scfh)
to reduce methane and VOC emissions
from individual, continuous bleed,
natural gas-driven preumatic
controllers at locations across the source

ance

2Dniring the development of the 2012 NEPE, our
data indicatedd that there were no centrifugal
compressors located at well sites. Since the 2012
NSFS, we have not recelved information that would
change our understanding that there are no
centrifugal compressors in use at well sites,
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category other than natural gas
processing pﬁmm At natural gas
processing plants, the proposed rule
r@gu lates methane a nd VOC emissions
by requiring natural gas-operated
pneumatic controllers to H@W@ azero
natural gas bleed rate, as in the current
NGRS, See section WHD of this
preamble for further dﬁs&;@u%ww .
Preumaltic pumps. The proposed
standards for pneumatic pumps would
apply to certain types of pneumatic
pumps across the entire source category.
At locations other mam natural gas
processing plants, we are pv“&pm” ng that
the m@%@ ane am:} X/(‘)(L emissions from
natural gas-driven ahemsml/‘ methanol
pumps and diaphragm pumps be
reduced by 95 percent if a control
device is already available on site.
natural gas processing plants, the
proposed standards would require the
metham@ and YOC emissions from
natural gas-driven chermical/methanol
pumps and diaphragm pumps fo be
ro. See section VILE of this preamble
r further discussion,
Hycfmu!maﬁy fractured oil well
completions. For subcategory 1 wells
(non-wildcat, non-delineation wells),
we are proposing that for hydraulically
fractured oil well completions, owners
and/or operators use reduced emissions
completions, also known as “"RECs” or
“green completions,” to reduce methane
and VOC emissions and maximize
natural gas recovery from well
completions. To achieve these
reductions, owners and operators of
hydraulically fractured oil wells must
use RECs in combination with a
completion combustion device. As is
specified in the rule for hydraulically
fractured gas well completio ons, the rule
proposed here does not require RECs
where their use is not feasible (e.g., If it
technically infeasible for a separator o
function). For subcategory 2 wells
{(wildcat and delineation W&H%}, we are
proposing that for hydrautically
fractured oil well completions, owners
and/or operators use a comp letion
combustion device (o reduce methane
and VOC emissions. Th@ r; roposed
standards for hydraulically fractured oll
well completions are the same as the
requirernents finalized for hydraulically
fractured gas well completions in the
2012 NSPS and as amended in 2014 (see
79 FE«% mmm December 31, 2014}, See
s preamble for

At

m‘mm discussion,
Fugitive emissions from well sites and
compressor stations. We are proposing

that new and modified well sites and
compressor stations (which include the
transmission and storage segment and
the ga?mrmg and boosting segment)
conduct fugitive emissions surveys
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@emiarmuaﬁ%y with optical gas imaging
(O }Eeo‘ nology and 1 "&»n&ir the sources
of fugitive emissions within 15 daym tha
are found during those surveys, We a
also co-proposing OGI monitoring
&,wwys& on an annual basis for new and
modified well sites, and requesting
comment on OGH monitoring surveys on
a quarterly basis for both well sites and
compressor stations. Fugitive emissions
can occur immediately on startup of a
newly constructed facility as a result of
impr roper ”n@mun of connections and
other installation issues. In addition,
during mgm ng operation and aging of
the facility, fug'five emissions may
oceur. Under this pmww the required
survey frequency would decrease from
semiannually to annually for sites that
find fugitive emissions from fewer than
one percent of their fugitive er emmmm
mmpmmm during a survey, while the

frequency would increase from
semiannually to quar rterly for sites that
find fugitive emissions from three
percent or more of their fugitive
emission components during a survey.
We recognize that subpart W already
requires annual fugitives reporting for
cerfain compressor stations that exceed
the 25,000 Metric Ton COse threshold,
and request comments on the overlap of
these reporting requirements.

Building on the 2012 NSPS, the EPA
intends to continue to encourage
corporate-wide voluntary efforts to
achieve emission reductions through
responsible, transparent and verifiable
actions that would obviate the need to
meet obligations associated with NSPS
anm“cab' ity, as well as avoid creating

disruption for r operators following
advanced responsible corporate
practices. Based on th neept, we
solicit cormment on criferia we can use
to determine whether and under what
conditions well sites and other emission
sources operating under corporate
fugitive monitoring plans can be
deemed to be meeting the equivalent of
the NSPS standards for well site fugitive
emissions such that we can define those
regimes as constituting alternative
methods of compliance or otherwise
provide appropriate regulatory
streamlining. We also solicit comment

on how {o address enforceability of such

alternative approaches (” &, how to
assure that these well sites are
ac:;h%@v&%g, and will continue to achieve,
equal or better emission reduction than
our pram%d standards).

Other reconsideration issues being
addressed. The EPA Is granting
reconsideration of a number of issues
raised in the administrative
reconsideration petitions and, where
appropriate, is proposing ame}md”mnm
to address auch issues. These issues are

EPA-HQ-2018-001886

as follows: Storage vessel control device
‘mn”w\ ing and testing pmvmmm,
initial wmp! ance requirements in

@0 5411 (c3)I WA Tor a bypass device
ma? could divert an emission stream
away froma wm?m% device,
recordkeeping requir irements of
£60, 6470(0} for v r"za”r ogs for control
devices failing a visible emissions test,
clarification of the due date for the
initial annual report under the 2012
N8PS, flare design and operation
standards, leak detection and repair
{LDAR} for open-ended valves or lines,
compliance period for LDAR for newly

?%‘Mf@d units, exemption to notification
requirement for reconstruction, d isposal
of carbon from control devices, the
definition of capital expenditure and
initial compliance clarification. We are
proposing to address these issues o
clarify the rule, improve
implementation and update procedures,
as fully detailed in section [X.

C. Costs and Benefils

The EPA has estimated @mmwmm
reductions, costs and benefils
years of ana ysis: 2020 and Omﬂ
Actions taken to mmply with the
proposed NSPS are ant if*”pamd to
prever nt significant new emissions,
including 170,000 to 180,000 tons of
methane, 120,000 tons of VOC and 310
to 400 tons of hazardous air pollutants
(HAP) in 2020. The emission reductions
are 340,000 to 400,000 tons of methane,
170,000 to 180,000 tons of VOC, and
1,900 to 2,500 tons of HAP in 2025. The
methane-related monetized climate
benefits are estimated to be $200 to $210
million in 2020 and $460 to $5650
million in 2025 using a 3 percent
discount rate (model average).®

In addition to the benefits of methane
reductions, stakeholders and members
of local communities across the country
have reported 1o the EPA their
significant concerns regarding potential
adverse effects resulting from exposure
to alr toxics emitted from oil and natural
gas operations. Importantly, this
includes disadvantaged populations.

The measures proposed in this actio
achieve methane and VOC reductions
through direct regulation. The
hazardous air pollutant (HAP)
reductions from these p w:w%m
standards will be meaningful in local

e estimate methane beneflts associated with
four different val JG‘-: om ane ton Gk reduction
(model average at 2.5 percent discount rate, 3
percent, and § percom 98th percentileat 3
percent). For the purposes of this summary, we
present the benefits assoclated with the model
average at 3 percent discount rate, however we
emphasize the importance and value of considering
the full range of social cost of methane values. We
provide estirmates based on additional discount
rates in preamble section X! and in the RIA.

3/2/2018

communities, In addition, rmumm of
VOO emissions will be very beneficial
in areas where ozone levels ampmam or
exceed the Nalional Ambient Alr
Guality Standards for ozone. There have
been measurements of increasing ozone
levels in areas with concentrated oil and
natural gas activity, including Wyoming
and Utah. Several VOCs that commonly
are emitied in the oil and natural gas
spurce category are HAPs listed under
Clean Air Act (CAA) section 112(b),
including benzene, toluene,
ethylbenzene and xylenes (this group is
cormmonly referred to as "BTEX" ) and
n-hexane. These pollutants and any
other HAP included in the VOC
emissions controlled under the NSPE,
including requirements for additional
sources being proposed in this action,
are controlled to the same degree. The
co-benefit HAP reductions for the
measures being proposed are discussed
in the Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA)
and in the Background Technical
Support Document (TSD) which are
included in the public docket for this
action,

The EPA estimates the mfai aar}” a%
cost of the pmpwwd NSPS will be $17
to $180 m ﬁ ion in 2020 and “52&0 to
$330 mil n 2025, The estimate of
total amuai%md engineering costs of the
proposed NSPS is $180 to $200 million

in 2020 and $370 to $500 million in

2025 when using a 7 percent discount
rate. When estimated revenues from

additional natural gas are included, the
annualized mg neering costs of the
proposed NSPS are estimated {o be $150
to $170 mi E ion in 2020 and $320 to
$420 million in 2025, assurming a
wellhead r“raﬁuml gas price of $4/
thousand cubic feet (Mef), These
compliance cost estimates include
revenues from recovered natural ga:@ as
the EPA estimates that ebout 8 billio
cubic feet in 2020 and 16 to 19 billion

cubic feet In 2025 of natural gas will be
m‘smmmd by implementing the NSPS&,

Considering all the costs and benefils
of this proposed rule, including the
resources from recovered natural gas
that would otherwise be vented, this
rule results in a net benefit. The
guantified net benefits (the difference
Lne%wea&m monetized benefits and
compliance mwa} are estimated to be
$35 to $42 million in 2020 usinga 3
percent discount rate (model average)
for climate benefits 4 The quantified net
henefite are estimated to be $120 to $150
million in 2025 using a 3 percent
discount rate (model average) for
clirmate benefits, All dollar amounis are
in 2012 dollars,

t Figures may not sum due to rounding,
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We did not find any nonalr quality
health and environmental impacts, or
energy requirements associated with the
use of OGI or Method 21 for monitoring,
repairing and resurvey fugitive
components at well sites. Based on the
above analysis, we bel ”w&g that the

SER for r@zdumng fugitive methane and
VOC emissions at we«%% ites s a
monitoring and repair standard based
on semi-annual monitoring using OGI
and resurvey using Method 21.

As mentioned above, OGI monitoring
requires trained OGI personnel and OGl
instruments. Many owners and
operators, in particular small
businesses, may not own OGl
instruments or have staff who are
trained and gualified to use such

instruments; some may not have the
capital to a@qu re the OGI instrument or
provide training to thelir staff. While our
cost analysis takes into account that
owners and operators may need to hire
contractors {o perform the monitoring
survey using QGH, we do not have
information on the number of available
contractors and OGl instruments. In
light of our estimated 20,000 active
wells in 2012 and that the num
increase annually, we are concern
that some owners and aperators, in
particular small businesses, may have
difficulty securing the M:zqu site OGI
contractors and/or OGI \m‘(mmm?m
to perform monitoring surveys on a
semi-annual basis. Larger companies,
due to the economic clout they have by
offering the contractors more work due
to the higher number of wells th@y OWn
may preferentially retain the services M
a large portion of the availa bl@:
contractors. This may result in small
businesses exper lenci mg a Img%r wall
time to obtain contractor services. In
light of the potential concern above, we
are co-pr ing monitoring survey on
an annual basis at the same tir me
solicitiy ”‘ig comment and auwpm ing
information on the availability of
trained OC ntractors md OGl

instrumentation to help us evaluate
whether owners and operators would
have difficulty acquiring the nece
equipment and mrmmwﬁ to pert
semi-annual monitoring and, if so,
whether annual monitoring would
alleviate such problems,

Recognizing that additional data may
be available, such as emissions from
super emitters that may have higher
a;m%‘ ion factors than those considered

in this analysis, we are als sO fa mg
comment on requiring n
suUrvey on a quame\r“ly basis.

CAA section T11(h)(1) states that the
Administy af:m may profmu g&mz a work
practice standard or other requirements,
which reflects the best technological

EPA-HQ-2018-001886

system of continuous emission
reduction when it is not feasible to
enforce an emission standard. CAA
section 111{h)}2) defines the phrase
“not feasible to prescribe or enforce an
emission standard’” as follows:

[Alny situation in which the Administrator
de&‘te&rm'rm\a that (A a hazardous air pollutant
or pollutants cannot be emitted through a
conveyance designed and constructed to emit
or capture such pollutant, or that any
requirement for, or use of, such a conveyance
would be inconsistent w"“h any Federal,
State, or local law, or (B) the application of
measurement methodology to a particular
class of sources is not pr‘acf'cabl@ due to
technological and economic limitations.

The work practice standards for
fugitive emissions from well sites are
consistent with CAA section
TR HA), because no conveyance 1o
mmw“ fugitive emissions exist for
fugitive em ns components at a well
site. In addition, OGI does not measure
the extent the mg ive emissions from
fugitive emissions components. For the
reasons stated above, pursuant to CAA
section T11{h)Y(1}b), we ar osing
work practice standards for fugitive
ernissions from the collection of fugitive
emission componernts at well sites

The proposed work practice standards
include details for development of a
fugitive emissions monitoring plan,
mmaw requirements and recordkeeping
and reporting requirements. The fugitive

emissions monitoring plan includes

opel af wg namm@t@ s o ensure

tent and effective operatio

Ol wm as procedures for determ
the maximum viewing distance md
wind speed during monitoring. The
proposed standards would require a
source of fugitive emissions 1o be
repaired or replaced as soon as
practicable, but no later than 15
calendar zr}ayaa after detection of the
fugitive emissions. We have historically
allowed 15 days for repair/y mmwy ”n
LDAF{ programs, which appear
sufficient time. Further, in light w‘fth@
rwnbw of components at a well site and
the number that would need to be
repaired, we believe that 15 days is also
sufficient for conducting the required
mzmam under the mww&&;&cﬁ fugitive
emission standards. 19 That said, we are
also soliciting comment on whmh@sr 15
days is an appropriate amount of time
for repair of sources of fugitive
emissions at well sites, 104

n m
ning

3 iy our TBD we estimate the number of fugitive
emissions components to be around 700 and of
those components we estimate that about 1 percent
waould need to be repaired.

104 This timelines is consistent with the timeline
originally established in 1983 under 40 CFR part 80
subpart Vv,
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Many recent studies have shown a
skewed distribution for emissions
related 1o leaks, where a majority of
emissions come from a minority of
sources. 1% Commenters on the white
papers agreed that emissions from
equipment leaks exhibit a skewed
distribution, and pointed to other
examples of data sels in which the
majority of fugitive methane and VOO
ernission ne from a minority of
cormponents (e.g., gross emitters). Based
on this information, we solicit comment

on whether the fugl ?W@ emissions
monitoring | ogram should be limited
to “gross emitters.”

We believe that a proy
facility would likely detec
no fugitive emissions at each monit
SUY v&w while a poorly maintained
facil fy would continue to detect
fugitive emissions. As shown in our

S0, we esti mam the number of fugitive
emission components at a well 'm o be
around 700. We believe that a facility
with proper operation would likely find
one to three percent of components to
have fugitive emissions. To encourage
proper maintenance, we are proposing
that the owner or operator may go to
annual monitoring if the ini hal ?Wu
consecutive semiannual monitoring
surveys show that less than one p@a cent
of the collection of fugitive «%mim%ma
components at the well site has fugitiv
emissions. For the same reason, we are
proposing that the owner or operator
conduct quarterly monitoring if the

nitial two semi-annual monitoring
surveys show that more than i
percent of the collection of fugitiv
ernissions components at the well site
has;» fugitive emissions. We believe the

irst year to be the tune-up year to allow
owners and operators the opportunity to
refine the requi mmww of their
monit 'ig!m@a plan. After that initial
year, the required monit *‘mg frequency
would be annual if a monitoring survey
shows less than one percent of
components to have fugitive emissions;
semi-annual if one to three percent of
total components have fugitive
emissions; and guarterly if over three
percent of tolal components have
%‘”ug ive emissions. We solicit comment

on this approach, including the
percentage used to adjust the
monitoring frequency. We also solicit
comment on the appropriateness of
performance based m"mr”ng
frequencies. We also solicit comment on
the appropriateness of triggering
different monitoring frequencies based
on the perce ntage of components with
fugitive emissions. Under the proposed
standards, the affected facility would be

e,

105
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defined as the collection of fugitive
ml&:@mm mmpm@ nts at a well site. To
larify which components are subject to
U“te MQ ive emissions monitoring
,wwmmm we propose to add a
definition to §80.5430 for “fugitiv
emissions component’” as miﬁmwa

Fugitive emissions component means any
c;(}mpmwm that has the potential to emit
fugitive emissions of methane or VOC at a
well site or COMpressor station site, including
but not limited to valves, connectors,
pressure r@I ef devices, open-ended lines,
access doors, flanges, closed vent syslems,
thief hatches or other openings on a storage
vessels, agitator seals, distance pieces,
crankcase vents, blowdown vents, pump
seals or diaphragms, compressors, separators,
pressure vessels, dehydrators, heaters,
instruments, and meters. Devices that vent as
part of normal operations, such as a natural
gas-driven pneumatic controllers or natural
gas-driven mzmm are not fugitive emissions
components, insofar as the natural gas
discharged fmm the device’s vent is not
considered a fugitive emission. Emissions
originating from other than the vent, such as
the seals around the bellows of & diaphragm
pump would be considered fugitive
emissions.

Thus, all fugitive emissions components
at the affected facility would be
monitored for fugitive emissions of
methane and VOC,

For the reasons stated In section
VLG, for purposes of the proposed
standar m for fugitive mmi%im&a at well

sites, modification of a well site is
deh wd as when a new well is drilled
or a well at the well site (where
collection of fugitive emissions
components are located) is
hydraulically fractured or refractured.
Ag explained in that section, other than
these events, we are not aware of any
other physical change o a well site that
would result in an increase in emissions
from the collection of fugitive
components at such well site. To clarify
and ease implementation, we propose to
define “modification” 1o include only
these two events for purposes of the
?ug ive emissions provisions at well

sites,

in the 2012 NSPS, we provided that
completion requi irements do not apply
o m?ﬁracturémg of an existing well that is
completed r%;‘;mmss”b%y {i.e. green
completions). Building on the 2012
NSPS, the EF m’(@nd&, o continue fo
mcuu rage corporate-wide voluntary
efforts to achieve emission reductions
through responsible, transparent and
verifisble actions that would obviate the
need to meet obligations associated with

SPS applicability, as well as avoid

creati ing disruption for operators
f@i owing advanced responsible
corporate practices. [t has come fo our
attention that some owners and
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operators may already have in pla

s

and are implementing, corporate-wide
fugitive emissions moni itoring and
repair pr @gr@ma at their well sites that

are equivalent {o, or more stringent than
our proposed standards. Such corporate
efforts present the potential 1o further
the development of LDAR technologies.
To encourage compan m o continue
such good corporate policies and

en murage advancement in the
technology and practices, we solici
comment on criteria we can use m
determine whether and under what
conditions well sites @nera‘%' ng under
corporate fugitive monitoring programs
can be deemed 10 be mesting the
equivalent of the NSPS standards for

well site fugitive emissions such that we

can define those regimes as constituting
alternative methods of compliance or
otherwise provide appropriate
regulatory streamlining. We also solicit
cormment on how to address
enforceability of such alternative
approaches ( ., how to assure ?ha?
these well sites 'B?”t? achieving, and will
continue to achieve, equal or better

emission reduction than our proposed
Mamdmda} We recognize that meeting
an N8 p@rfmf‘mmm level should not,

”mdi ng alone, be a basis for a source
not becoming an affected facility.

For the reasons stated above, we are
also soliciting cormiments on criferia we
can use to determine whether and under
wha mmdw ions all new or modified
well sites mmra% ng under corporate
fugitive monitoring programs can be
deemed to be meeling the equivalent of

the N&PS standards for well sites
fugitive emissions such that we can
define those regimes as constituting
alternative methods of compliance or
otherwise provide appropriate
regulatory streamlining. We also solicit
comment on how to address
enforceability of such alternative
approaches (i how o assure that
these well sites are achieving, and will
continue to achieve, equal or betler
emission reduction than our proposed
standard

We are mqu%?mg comment on
whether the fugitive emissions
@qu rements should apply to all

fugitive emissions components at
modified well sites or just to those
components that are connected to the
fractured, refractured or added well. For
some modified well s ites, mezf actured
or refractured or added well may only
be connected to a subset of the fugitive
emissions components on site. We are
501 ”Ci"mg comment on whether the
fug ive emnission requirements should
only apply to that subsel. However, we
are aware that the added complexity of
distinguishing covered and non-covered

18]
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sources may create difficulty in
implementing these requirements,
However, we note that it may be
advantageous o the operator from an
operational perspective {o "hm”‘fﬁ} all
the w'ﬂpmmw at a well site since the
monitoring equipment is already onsite.

As explained above, thod 21 is not
as cost-effective as OGI for monitoring.
That said, there may be reasons why
and owner and operator may prefer to
use Method 21 over OGL While we are
confident with the ability of Method 21
to detect fugitive emissions and
h@mfﬂ*@ consider it a viable allernative
: licit comment on the
app ﬂg} riate mgif ve emissions repair
threshold for Method 21 monitoring
surveys. As mentioned above, EPA's
recent work with OGl indicates that
fugitive emissions at a concentration of
10,000 ppm is generally detectable
using OGI instrumentation provided
that the right operating conditions (e.g.,
wind speed and background
temperature) are present. Work is
ongoing to determine the lowest
concentration that can be reliably
detected using OGI As mentioned
above, we believe that OGlL In light of
the above, we solicit comment on
whether the mg ive emissions repair
threshold for Method 21 monitoring
SUrveys ahmﬁd be set at 10,000 ppm or

whether a different threshold is more
appropriate (including information to
support such threshold).

While we did not identify OGI as the
BSER for resurvey because of the
potential cost associated with rehir
OO personnel, there is no such
additional cost for those who either own
the QGI instrument or can perform
repair/resurvey at the same time.
Therefore, the pr roposed rule would

allow the use either OGI or Method 21
for resurvey. When M@ﬁk"md 21 is used
to resurvey components, we are
proposing that the component is
repaired if the Method 21 instrument
indicates a concentration less than 500
pprm above background. This has been
historically used in mhef“ LDAR
programs as an indicator of no
detectable emissions,

The proposed standards would
require that operators begin monitoring
?ug itive emissions components a? a well

site within 30 days of the initial startup
@t the first well completion fw anew
well or within 30 days of well site
modification. We are proposing a 30 day
period o allow owners and operators
U‘”u-:% opportunity to secure qualified
contractors and equipment necessary for
the initial monitoring survey. We are
requesting comment on whether 30 days
is an appropriate amount of time o

ring
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begin conducting fugitive emissions
monitoring.

We received new information
indicating that some Cwmmaméeﬁ could
exy fe mew e“}g”ses?'aa challenges with the
avail ity of OGI m%mr nentation and
quali i&?(i QG technicians and operators
to perform monitoring surveys and in
some instances repairs. W(Q‘ mﬁ”m?
comment on both the availability of OGl
instruments and the avai ab ity of
qualified OGI technicians and operators
to perform surveys and repalrs.

We are mwpw'ng i:c;} exclude low
production well sites (i.e., a low
production site is am.m by the average
combined oil and natural gas
production for the wells at the site being
less than 15 barrels of oil equivalent
(boe) per day averaged over the first 30
days of production) 8 from the
standards for fugitives emissions from
well sites, We believe the lower
production associated with these wells
would generally r tin lower fugitive
& mi&:& ons. s our md@m"mdﬂg that
fugitive emissions at low production
well sites are inherently low and that
such well sites are mostly owned and
operated by small businesses. We are
concerned about the burden of the
fugitive emission r“ézqu irement on small
businesses, in particular where there is
little emission reduction to be achieved.
To more fully evaluate the QXCMS:?EGH
we solicit cormnment on the air emissions
associated with low pi ‘@dumam wells,
and the relationship between
p roduction and fugitive emissions.
Specifically, we solicit comment on the
”c}%a‘é onship between production and
fugitive emissions over time. While we
have learned that a daily average of 15
barrel per day s repy ‘"@%Mm ive of low
production wells, we solicit comment
on the appropriateness wM hreshold
for applying the standards for fugitive
emission at well sites. Further, we
solicit cormment on whether EPA should
'%o!ud@ low p“‘nduot“m well sites for
fugitive emissions and if these types of
well sites are not excluded, should they
have a less frequent mon vitor ring
requirement.

We are also requesting comment on
whether there are well sites that have

inherently low fugitive emissions, even
Whem a new well is drilled or a well site
s fractured or refractured and, if so,
d%mp ons of such type(s) of well
sites. The proposed ?amdardaa not
intended fo cover well sites with no
fugitive emissions of methane or VOC.
We are aware tha’i some sites may have

108 For the purposes of this discussion, we define
ow production well’ as a well with an average
daily production of 15 barrel equivalents or less.
This reflects the definition of a stripper well
property in IRC §13A(CHBYHE).
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inherently low fugitive emissions due to
the characteristics of the site, such as
the gas to oil ratio of the wells or the
specific types of equi pmer nt located on
the well site. We solicit comment on
these characteristics and data that
would demonstrate that these sites have
low methane and VOC fugitive
emissions

We are "@qu@m ng wmmw’r on

whether there are other fugit
& miwim detection t&ahm%wgm% for
mg ive emi ns monitoring, since this

is a field of emerging technology and
major advances are expecied m the near
’:yp@\b of

future. We are aware of severa
techr m mg:m that may be approp!
fugitive emissions monitoring m«i,h as
Geospatial Measurement of Alr
Pollutants using OTM-33 approaches
{e.g., Picarro Surveyor), passive sor
tubes using EPA Methods 325A and |
active sensors, gas cloud imaging (e.g.,
Rebellion g:}m;}tmﬁm}, and Alrborne
Differential A mmpf“m Lidar (DIALY.
Therefore, we are specifically requesting
comments on detalls related to these
and other technologies such as the
detection aa@ab” ity; an equivalent
fugitive @W&um repair threshold fo

what is reguired in the proposed rule for
OGI; the fr%{:@u@my at which the fugit
mmimmm manitoring @uva& @hwuﬁd m
formed and how this
s appropriate levels of mg ive
emissions detection; whether the
technology can be u%d as a stand-alone
technigue or whether it must be used in
conjunction with a less Fv%quézr (and
how frequent) OGI monitoring survey;
the fym of restrictions necessary for
optimal use; and the information that
important f@r inclusion in a monitoriy g
plan for these technologies.

2. Fugitive Emissions From Compressor
Stations

Fug&ﬁw emissions at compressor
stations in the oil and natural gas source
category may occur for many reasons
{e.¢., when connection points are not
fitted properly, or when seals and
gaskets start to deteriorate). Changes in
pressure and mechanical stresses can
also cause fugitive emissions, Potential
sources of fugitive emissions include
agitator seals, distance pieces, crank
case vents, blowdown vents, connectors
pump seals or diaphragms, flanges,

instrurments, meters, mmn—%mdm lines,
pressure relief devices, valves, open
thief hatches or holes in storage vessels,
and similar items on glycol dehydrators
{(e.g., pumps, valves, and pressure relief
devi om} Equip fnm‘z that vents as part of
normal operations, such as gas driven
pheumatic controllers, gas driven
pheumatic pumps or the normal
operation of blowdown vents are not

3/2/2018

considered to be sources of fugitive
emissions,

Based on our review of the public and
peer review comments on the white
paper and the Colorado and Wyoming
state rules, we believe that there are two
‘mim@ ff;}r r&ﬁucimg methane and VOC
fugiti missions at compressor
stations: { } A fugitive emissions
manitoring program based on individual
component monitoring using EPA
Method 21 for detection combined with
repal 2y a fugitive emissions
maonitoring program based on the use e:}’f
OGI detection combined with repairs
Several public and peer reviewer
comments on the white papm noted that
these technologies are currently used by

industry to reduce t’ug ive emissions
from the production segment in the oil
and natural gas industry.

Each of these control options are
evaluated below based on va“‘yi“@g the
frequency of mdw ing the monitoring
survey and fugiti THssions repair
threshold (e.g., f;\% &;&@aﬁfi@d
concentration when using Method 21 or
vigible identification of methane or VOC
when an OGl instrument is used). For
our analysis, we considered quarterly,
semiannual and annual moniforing
frequencies. For Method 21, we
considered 10,000 ppm, 2,500 ppm and
500 ppm Fug ive repair thresholds. The
leak definitions for other NSPS
referenci mg Method 21 range from 500~
10,000 ppm. Therefore, we selected 500
pprm, 2,500 ppm and 10,000 ppm. For
OGl, we considered visible emissions as
the mg ive repair threshold (e,

emissions that can be seen using OGI).
EPA’s recent work with OGl indicate
that fugitive emissions at a
concentration of 10,000 ppm are
generally detectable using OGI
instrumentation, provided that the right
operating conditions {(e.g., wind speed
and background temperature) are
present. Work is ongoing to determine
the lowest concentration thaﬁ Cam be

bly d@mmf@d using OGI,

ir order to estimate fugitive emissions
from compressor stations, we used
component counts from H e GRIVEPA
report 198 for each of the compressor
station %g»’mmm Fugitive emission
factors from AP-4210% were used to
mﬂm@% missions from gathering and
boosting stations in the production

107 Draft Technical Support Document
Appendices, Ckm‘ cal Gas maging Protocol (40 CFR
part 680, Appendix K), August 11, 2015
108 Gas Research Insti mte/kﬁi,&, Environmernial
Protection Agency, Research and Development,
Methane Emission Factors from the Natural Gas
industry, Yolume 8, Equipment Leaks, June 1986
(EPA-BU0/R-26-080Nh),
® Environmental Protection Agency, Protocol for
Equipment Leak Emission Estimates, Table 2-4,
Noveﬁmb@r 1995 (EPA-453/R-95-017).
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subpart OO00 a provision similar {o
subpart KKK, 40 CFR 60.632(a), which
allows a compli liance period of up 1o 180
days after initial start-up. The
cormmenter was “concerned that
madification at an exuwmg ’fac, ity ora
subpart KKK cc\gju lated facility could
subject the facility to Subpart 0000
LDAR r’&qu” rements without adequate
timetob ng the whole process unit
into mmp iance with the new
regulation.”” 120

We clarify that subpart 0000, as
promulgated in 2012, already includes a
provision similar to subpart KKK,
§60, @(;‘nga} a5 cequ%md inthe
commen nt. S mw fically, §60.5400(a)
requires compl am@ with 40 CFR
B0.482-1a(a), which provides that

m}am awner or wperaéu subject to the

provisions of this ammr shall

demon mmp ance . . . within
180 days of initial startup.” Thés&;
provision applies to all new, modified,

and reconstructed sources. With respect
to modification, which was of specific
concern to the commenter, a change to
a unit sufficient to trigger a modification
and thus application of the subpart
OOQO LDAR requirements for on-shore
natural gas processing plants would be
followed by startup, which would mark
the beginniy ing of the 180 day compliance
period provided in 40 CFR 60 .482-1a(a)
{incorporated by reference in subpart
OOOO §60.5400(a)).

9. Tanks Amm'aﬁeﬁ Wi‘%\i”@ Water
Recycling Operatio

in many cases, flowback water from

well completions and waler produced
during ongoing production is collected,
treated and recycled to reduce the
volurne of potable water withdrawn
from wells or other sources. Large, non-
ear éhe"@ tanks are used o collect the

water for recycling following separation
to remove crude oil, condensate,

inter mm ate hydrmmmm ligu uids and
natural gas. These collection tanks used
for water recycling are very large vessels
having capacities m"“ 25,000 barrels or
more, with annual throughput of
millions of barrels of water. In contrast,
industry standard storage vessels
commonly found in well site tank
batteries and used to contain crude oil,
condensate, intermediale hydrocarbon
liguids and produced water typically
have capacities in the 500 barrel range.

Pallutants Reviews, 76 FR 62
P, 3, 32-33,

120 Corments of the Gas Processors Association
Regarding the Proposed Rule, Ol and Natural Gas
Sector: New Source Performance Standards and
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Adr
Pallutants Reviews, 76 FR 52738 (Aug. 23, 2011).
P, 33,

738 (Aug. 23, 2011).
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in the 2012 NSPS, we had envisio
the storage vessel provisions as
regulating the vessels in well site tank
m?m“i% and not these large Eam S
primarily used for water recycling. |
was never our intent to cover these Iargezz
water recycling tanks. It recently came
to our attention that these water
recycling tanks could be inadvertently
subject to the NSPS due to the
extremely low VOC content combined

with the millio ons of barrels of
thy uugmué each year, which could
result in a potential to emit VOC
exceeding the NSPS storage vessel
threshold of 6 1py."21 The EPA
encourages e on the part of owners
and operator maximize recyeling of
flowback and produced water. We are
concerned that the inadvertent coverage
of these fanks under the NSPS could
discourage recyeling. s our
understanding that, due o the size and
throughput of these tanks, combined
with the trace amounts of VOC
emissions that are difficult to control,
that operators may choose o
disco wm recycling to avoid
noncompliance with the NSPS.

As a result, we are considering

ned

changes in the final rule to remove fanks

that are u%d for water mcyc ing from
potential NSPS applicability. We solicit
comiment on approaches that could be
taken to amend the definition of
“storage vessel” or other changes to the
NSPS that would resolve this issue
without excluding st mag& vessels
appropriately covered by the NSPS. In
addition, we solicit comment on
location, capacity or other criteria that
would be appropriate for such purpose.

XK. Next Generation Compliance and
Rule Effectiveness

A Independent Third-Farty Verification
The EPA is taking comment on
establishing a third-party verification
program as discussed below. Third-
party verification is when an
mmmmw third-party verifies o a

regulator that a regulated entity i@
me@f ing one or more of its compliance
sligations, The f@gu tor r«e?amsm
Hlmam responsibility to mon and

enforce m”npi ance but, as a mam ical
matter, gives signi ificant wei ight to the
third-party verification provided in the
context c;f a regulatory program with
effective standards, procedures,
tra%mrmoy and oversi th While
requiring regulated entities to monitor

\ eﬂe{ (mm Ohie O'Brien, Vice President—
Cawew ment /%H( ‘m/C(;r;Joml@ Cuitreach, Apache
A Docket, Docket D Number
i , April 20, 2015, Similar
letters from Wocawaler Energy Solutions (EPA-HG-
OAR-2010-4756) and Permian Basin Petroleum
Agsociation (EPA-MQ-OAR-2010-4757),
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d repe "f ss,mu o i\mww m\‘npiimw
by establishing mirdmum Mfcgu irerments
for a regu at@zd entity’s empl oyees and
r‘mana@&m well-structured third- y}aréy
wmp iance monitoring and reporting
may further improve compli anm

The tmm-mrty verification program
would be desi gwd o ensure mat the
third-party reviewers are mmpmmt,
independent, and accredited, apply
clear and objective ¢ azemam their

design plan rwnew&;, and report
appr Wiat@ information to regulators.
Additionally, there would need fo be

rmchan isms to ensure regular and
effective oversight of third-party
reviewers by the EPA and/or states

which may include rm blic disclosure c&f

information concerning the third part
and their performance and
determinations, such as licensing or
registrati

The EPA is considering a broad range
of possible design features for such a
program under the f(:}ﬁ owing two
scenarios: (A) Third-Party Verification
of Closed Vent Systern Design and (B)
Third-Party Verification of IR Camera
Fugitives Monitoring Program. These
include those discussed or included in
the following articles, rules, and
programs:

(?) -esley K. McAllis
Third-Party Verificatio
22-23 (25‘)12}

(2) Lesley K. McAllister, THIRD-PARTY
PROGRAMS FINAL REPORT (2012)
{prepared for the Administrative Conference
of the United States), available at hitp://
WWW s.govireport/third-party-programs-
final-report;

(3} her Duflo ef al, Truth-Telling By
Th 'fd %rw Auditors and the Response of
Polluting Firms: Experimental Evidence
From %mﬁi ia, 128 Q. J. OF ECON. 4 at 1499~
1545 (2013);

{ PA CAA Renewable Fuel Standard
(RFS)Y program: The RFS regulations include
requiremernts for Qbi'g parties to l Lin
relevant part, submit independent third-party
engineering reviews to the EPA bmwm
generating Renewable ldentification Numbers
(RiNg).122

(5) Massachusetts Underground Storage
Tank (UST) third-party inspection program:
The owners/operators of most underground
storage tanks in Massachusetts are required
to have their USTs inspected by third-party
inspectors every three years. While the third-
parly inspectors are hired directly by the tank
owners and operators, they report to the
Massachusetts Department of Environmental
Protection (MassDEP). The third parties
conduct and document detailed 'mpe&c 'w%
of USTs and piping s y‘bt@m&; review facility
recordkeeping to ensure it meets UST
program reguirements, and submit
their findings electronically to Mass

iﬁi

@r Regulation by
L B3 B.C L REV. 1,

122 ERA, Renewable Fuel Standards (RFS), hitp://
wiww. epa gov/OT A G/ fuels/renewablefuels/.

123 MassDEP, Third-Party Underground Storage
Tank (UST) Inspection Program, http.//
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(6) Massachusetts licensed Hazardous
Waste Site Cleanup Professional program:
Private part'% who are financially
responsible under Massachusetts law for
agsessing and cleaning up confirmed and
m@pe&a ted hazardous waste ﬁ“'te‘m mist retain

a licensed Hazardous Waste Site Cleanup
meﬁ ional (m{)mmm y call ui% a “Licensed
Site Professional” or simply an to
oversee the assessment and ol eanup work 124

We have identified one potential area
for third-party verification under this
rule,

F*mfms&s“ onal Engineer Certification of
Closed Vent Systern and Control Device
Design and Installation

When produced liguids from oil and
natural gas operations are routed from
the separator {o the condensate storage
tank, a drop in pressure from operating
pressure to atmospheric pressure
occurs, This results in “flash emissions”
as gases are liberated from the
condensate stream due to the change in
W"@mm@:& The magnitude of flash

ermissions can dwarf normal working
and breathing losses of a storage tam i
the control system (closed vent system
and control device, including pressure
relief devices and thief hatches on
storage vessels) cannot accommodate
the peak instantaneous flow rate M flash
ernissions, working losses, breathing
losses and any other additional vapors,
this may cause p ure relief devices
and thief hatches to “pop’ and they
may not p uper y reseat, resulting in
immediate and potenti iall Yy umhmmg
excess emissions. Through our energy
extraction enforcement initiative, we
have seen this {o be the case, m@ in
large part to undersized control systems
that may have been mmmua’ée Y
designed fe} accommodate only working
and breathing losses of a storage tank.
We have worked in conjunction with
states, including Colorado, in
conducting in&ammm campaigns
associated with storage vessels. In two
ingpection campaigns, in two d fferent
regions, we recorded venting from thief
hatches or other parts of the control
system at over 60 percent of the tank
batteries inspected. Another inspection
campaign resulted in a much higher
leak rate, with 23 of 25 tank batteries
@xpwimm ng fugitive emissions.

One potential remedy fﬂr the

ufi@qua?@ design and sizing of the
closed vent ayw@m Wuuﬁd be to require
an independent third- pm%y
(independent of the well site owner/
operator and control device
manufacturer}, such as a professional

Www. mass.gov/eea/agencies/massdep/toxics/ust/
thirdwparty-ust-inspection-program. html.

124 pttp/fwww. mass.gov/eea/agencies/massden/
cleanup/licensed-site-professionals. html.
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engineer, to review the design and
verify that it is designed to
accommodate all emissions scenarios,
including flash emissions episodes.
Another element of the professional
ineer verification could be that the
rofessional engineer verifies that the
control system is installed correctly and
that the design criteria is properly
utitized in the field.

Another approach to detecting
overpressure in a closed vent system
would be to require a continuous
pressure moniforing device or system,
located on the thief halches, pressure
relief devices and other bypasses from
me closed vent systermn. Through our

tions, we have seen thief hateh

Ui %H ings below the pressure
settings of the stor agez tanks to which
they are affixed. This resulls in
emissions escaping from the thief hatch
and not making it to the control device.

The EPA 1 “wquo“ s:, comment on these
approaches. Specifically, we request
cornment as to whether we should
specify criteria by which the PE verifies
that the closed vent system is desighed
to accommodate all streams routed to
the facility’s control system, or whether
we might cite to current engineering
codes that produce the same outcome.,
We also request comment as to what
types of cost-effective pressure
monitoring systems can be utilized o
ensure that the pressure settings on
relief devices is not lower than the
operating pressure in the closed vent o
the control device and what types of
”@mr‘fmg from such systems should be

required, such as ?hmug”& a supervisory
m%?mﬁ nd data acquisition (SCADA)
system.

B Fugitives Emissions Verification

As discussed in sections VILG and
Vil 16 EPA is proposing the use of
OGl as a low cost way to find leaks.
While we believe we are proposing a
robust method to ensure that OGI
surveys are done correctly, we have
ample experience from our enhanced

leak detection and repair (LDAR) efforts

under our Alr Toxics Enforcement
initiative, that even when methods are
in pﬁaeﬂ routine monitoring for
fugitives may not be as ef ctive in
practice as in design. Similar to the
audits included as par‘z of consent
decrees under the Initiative (See U.S. ef
Al v, BP Products Nmm America Inc.),
we are soliciting comment on an audit
program of the collection of fugitive
emissions wmmwwma at well sites and
mrrtprmmv statio

For this rule, wesz am anticipating a
structure in which the facilities
t\”wrrz%lv«aﬁ are responsible for
determining and documenting that their

3/2/2018

auditors are competent and independent
pursuant to specified criteria. The
Agency seeks comiment as to whether
this approach is appropriate for the type
of auditing we describe below, or
whether an alternative approach, such
as requiring auditors o have
accreditation from a recognized auditing
body or EPA, or other potentially
relevant and applicable consensus
standards and protocols (e.g., American
National Standards Institute (ANSI),
ASTM International (ASTM), European
Cornmittee for Standardization (CEM),
international Organization for
Standardization (IS0}, and National
institute of Standards and Technology
(NIET) standards), would be preferable.
in order to ensure the competence and
independence of the auditor, certain
criteria should be met. Cmmnefm a of
the auditor can include safeguards such
as licensing as a F’mf&m onal Emg neer
(PE), knowledge with the wqu rements
of rule and the operation of monitoring
equipment (e.g., optical gas imaging),
experience with the facility type and
processes being audited and the
icable recognized and generally
accepted good engineering practices,
and fra”w”wg or certification in auditing
!e«;”? tigues,
wd@p@md@me of the auditor can be
ensured by provisions and mf@gua”m in
the contracts and relationships between
the owner and operator of the affected
facility with auditors. These can
include: The auditor and ifs personnel
must not have conducted past research,
development, d%'gn construction
services, or consulting for the owner or
operator within the last 3 years; the
auditor and its personnel must ”u‘;}f
provide other business or consulting
wwnc% to the owner or operator,
mo uding advice or assistance o
implement the findings or
recommendations in the Audit report,
for a period of at least 3 vears following
the Auditor's submittal of the final
Audit report; and all auditor nérmmeﬂ
who conduct or otherwise participate in
the audit must sign and date a conflict
of interest statement attesting the
mrs&s@meﬁ have met and followed the
auditors’ policies and procedures for
competence, impartiality, judgment, and
operational integrity when auditing
under this section; and must receive no
financial benefit from the outcome of
the Aud t, apart from payment for the
audit 'zg services themselves. In
addition, owners or operators cannot
mmm@ future employment to any of the
auditor’s personnel who conducted or
otherwise participated In the Audif for
a period of at least 3 vears following the
Auditor's submittal of its final Audit
report and must be empowered to direct
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{a) You must replace the reciprocating
compressor rod packing according to
either paragraph (@)(1)or (2) of this
section or you must comply with
paragraph (@)}(3) of this section.

(1) Before the compressor has
operated for 26,000 hours. The num
of hours of @p@raﬂw nomust be
om% inuously monitored beginning upon
initial startup of yvour ‘,ag:; rocating

r affected facility, or the date
of the mu@é recent reciprocating
compressor rod packing replacement,
whichever is later.

(2) Prior to 36 months from the date
of the most recent rod packing
replacement, or 36 months from the date
of startup for a new reciprocating
compressor for which the rod packing
has not yet been replaced.

{3} Col w‘: the methane and VOC
emissions from the rod packing using a
rod packing emissions collection system
which operates under negative pressure
and route the& rod p awk ing emissions fo
a process through a closed vent system
that meets ?h@ reguirements of
{;@O 5411a(a).

(b} You must demonstrate initial
mmpl ance with standards that apply to
reciprocating compressor affected
facilities as v e}qu ired by §60.5410a.

{¢) You must demonstrate continuous
compli ”amo with standards that apply to
mn:f‘;wwa ng compressor affected
facilities as required by §60.5415a.

(d) You must peszrm m the required
rmhfwat ion, recordkeeping, and

reporting a&; required by §60.5420a.

mber

§60.5380a  What methane and VOC
standards apply to pneumatic controller
affected facilities?

For each pneumatic controller
affected facility you must comply with
the methane and VOC standards, based
on natural gas as a wrmga?@ for
methane and VOC, in either paragraph
(b}mm (a} 1) of this section, as
applicable. Pneumati wom%w%ﬁem
meeting the conditions in paragraph (a}
of this section are exempt from this

requirement.

(a) The requirements of paragraph
() or (c)1) of this section are not
required if you determine that the use
of a pneumatic controller sted
facility with a bleed rate greater than the
applicable standard is required based on
functional needs, including but not
limited to response time, safety and
positive actuation. However, you must
tag such pneumatic controller with the
month and year of installation,
reconstruction or modification, and
identification information that allows
traceability {o the records for that
preurnatic controller, as required in
560.5420a(c)4)(i %}‘
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(b}(“ﬁ}Eam m neumatic controller
affected facility at a natural gas
processing plant must have a bleed rate
of zero,

(2) Each pneumatic controller affected
facility at a natural gas processing plant
must be tagged with the month and vear
of installation, W*c}%?mwf ion or
modification, and identification
information that allows traceability to
the records for that pneumatic controller
as required in §60.5420a(c)4)(iv).
(m}ﬁ}ﬂmh preumatic controller
af 4 facility at a location other than
at a natural gas processing plant must
have a bleed rate less than or equal o
6 standard cubic feet per hour.

{2} Each pneumatic controller affected
facility constructed, modified or
reconstructed on or after October 15,
2013, at a location other than at a
natural ga@ processing plant must be
tagg@d with the month and vear of

%taﬁﬁatim reconstruction or
mwd%fiom%m, and identification
information that allows traceability to
the records for that controller as
required in @@O“MQ%{Q}M}{M}“

{c) Ya:m must demonstrate initial
compliance with standards | h@i’ app y to
pheumatic controller affected facilities
as required by §60.5410a.

)] Ya:m must demonstrate continuous

ompliance with standards that amr} y o
m@umaﬁ ¢ controller affected facilities
as required by §60.5415a.

(fy You must perform the required
notification, recordkeeping, and
reporting as required by §60.5420a,
except that you are not required fo
submit the notifications specified in
§60.5420a(a).

§60.5393a  What methane and VOC
standards apply to pneumatic pump
affected facilities?

For each pneumatic pump affected
facility you must comply with the
methane and VOC standards, based on
natural gas as a surrogate for methane
and VOC, in either paragr aph {a}m}@h‘"
(by(1) of fh s section, as applicable

(a}{%}EaM meumaiz Cpump a

;m

facility at a natural ga&at rocessing plant
must have a natural gas emission rate of
Zero.

(2} Each pneumatic pump affected
facility at a natural gas processing plant
must be fagged with the month and vear
of installation, reconstruction or
modification, and identification
information Hm% allows traceability o
the records for that pneumatic pump as
required in §60.5420a(c)(16)(0).

{b)(1) Each pneumatic pump affected
facility at a location other than a natural
gas pmmm”ng plant must reduce
natural gas emissions by 95.0 percent,
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except as provided in paragraph
this section,

(2} You are not required to install a
control device solely for the purposes of
complying with the 85.0 percent
reduction of paragraph (b)(1) of this
section. If you do not have a control
device installed on-site by the
compliance date, ther you must comply
instead with the provisions of
paragraphs (b)}(2)(1) and (1) of this
section,

(1) Submit a certification in
accordance with §60.5420(b)(8)(i}.

(it} If you subsequently install a
control device, you are no longer
required to submit the certification in
§60, J%?O(b){&)(i} and must be in
compliance with the requi irements of
paragraph (b)(1) of this section within
30 days of installation of m@ control
device. Compliance with this
requirement should be reported in the
next annual report in accordance with
E60.5420(0)(&)(1i).

(3} Each pneumatic pump affected
facility at a location other than a natural
gas processing plant must be tagged
with the mmé‘h and vear of installation
reconstruction or modification, and
identification information that allows
traceability o the records for that pump
as r@qu” red in §60.5420a(c)(16)(1).

(4) 1f vou use a control device to
reduce emissions, you must connect the
m@uma? ¢ pump affected facility

through a closed vent system that meels
the requirements of §60.5411a(a) and
route emissions to a control device that
meets the conditions specified in
§60.5412a(a), (b)and (¢c)and
performance tested in accordance with
§60.5413a. As an alternative fo routing
the closed vent system to a control
device, you may route the closed vent
system 10 & process.

(¢} You must demonstrate initial
compliance with standards that app Iy fo
prieu matic pump affected facilities as

required by §60.5410a.

{d) You must demonstirate continuous
compliance with standards that app y o
,mwumat ic pump affected facilities as

required by §80.5415a.

(e) You must perform the required
notification, recordkeeping, and
reporting as required by §60.5420a,
uxo@p? that you are nof required fo
submil the notifications specified in
@@mea{a}“

§60.5395a What VOC standards apply to
storage vessel affected facilities?

Except as provided in mr“agmm% {e) of
this section, you must comply with the
VOC standards in this section for each
storage vessel affected facility.

(a} You must comply with either the

requirements of paragraphs (@)(1) and

(b)(2) of
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